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Abstract 

The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce 
flooding in agricu1tural and urban areas in southern 
Santa Clara County, California. Approximately 

16.5 miles of channel will be modified for increased 
capacity. Average annual floodwater and sediment 

damages will be reduced from $917,300 to $33,000. 
nineteen acres of riparian habitat will be lost during 
project construction. Aesthetic and wildlife values 

lost, will be mitigated through a comprehensive planting 
program. 
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Summary 


Project Background 

"he L*agas Creek Watershed Project. Plan was approved by the three local 
sponsoring agencies and the governing bodies of Santa Clara County, Gilroy* 
and Morgan Kill in 1968 and authorized by Congress in 1969 under Public Law 
83^566* Approximately 10.9 miles of channel were excavated by CALTRANS 
(formerly State Division of Highways) in 1971-72 to provide fill for the South 
Valley Freeway. About 1.2 miles of channel work, were constructed by the 
sponsors with assistance from the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) in 1973. 

As a result of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SCS stopped construction in 1974 to further 
evaluate environmental impacts. The local sponsors organized the Llagas Creek 
Citizens Advisory Committee to assist in finding ways to minimize adverse 
impacts and to recommend to the local sponsors a project plan. After many 
public meetings* local sponsors recommended a plan to SCS in July 1978. That 
plan was presented in an Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact. 
Report (E1S/EIR) and distributed for interagency review in July 1979. Two 
months later, a public meeting was held to discuss the plan. Citizens 
strongly opposed the plan. In March 1980, after several meetings with the 
opposition* SCS and the sponsors agreed to restudy the proposed project. The 
second study produced, a plan that is significantly different from the first. 
Included in the supplemented plan are measures to control erosion and restore 
vegetation in the reaches that were excavated in 1971^72, An environmental 
assessment showed that this portion of the plan would not cause any signi¬ 
ficant adverse impacts on the environment. A Finding of No Significant 
Impact/Negative Declaration (FN5I/ND) for this part of the work was distri¬ 
buted in October 1981. The EIS/EJR covers the remainder of the project. 


Purpose of the Project 

Local flooding is a problem about four out of every five years. Major 
flooding has inundated large areas 12 times in the last 60 years. The Federal 
Insurance Admin\strati on r s flood insuranee map indicates that about 
10,300 acres would be inundated by a 1 percent event. The portion of the 
project covered by this EIS/EIR addresses problems on 5,300 acres of that 
10,300, Damage to agricultural and urban areas are substantial. Average 
annual damages are estimated to be $77,000 to agricultural and $S40,300 to 
urban areas. An estimated 1*123 residential buildings* 64 mobile homes, 
463 commercial establishments and 24 industrial buildings are located in the 
1 percent floodplain. Other buildings in the floodplain include 3 churches, 
42 school buildings, and 545 other buildings including detached garages, 
sheds, barns, etc. The first floors of some of these structures are above the 
1 percent flood level. 

The sponsors are also concerned about the need to preserve wildlife habitat 
and the steel head trout fishery in LIagas Creek. Another important goal is 
the reduction of soil erosion* 
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Description of Proposed Project 


Approximately 16,6 miles of channels will be modified for increased capacity, 
Channel design will include portions of trapezoidal earth channel T channel 
excavation from one side only, trapezoidal channel with riprap on banks, 
rectangular reinforced concrete lined channel and selective clearing of vege¬ 
tation and debris removal. A low flow channel for steelhead migration will be 
installed within main branch Llagas Prom its mouth to aucve Monterey Road* In 
association with the channel work, 10 grade stabilization structures and 
15 road crossings will be installed. 

Mitigation includes restoring the riparian resource with vegetative plantings, 
installing low flow channels and fish ladders, establishing plantings to 
mitigate visual impacts, and complying with various local and state ordinances 
for air and water quality. 

Estimated installation cost is $23,804,400. The estimated average annual 
operation ana maintenance cost is $49,400. 


fmpacts of Selected Plan 

Average annual floodwater and sediment damages would be reduced from $917,300 
to $83,000. Urban areas would benefit the most. 

The project would reduce flooding of farmland by 500 and 1,280 acres for the 
10 percent and 1 percent events, respectively. All of this is prime farmland 
or land of statewide importance. Flooding from the 1 percent event would he 
eliminated on 946 acres of urban land. Five hundred and fifty’*six buildings 
would receive protection from floodwater. 

Project installation will require 65 acres of prime land and 15 acres of lands 
of statewide importance. These are the only land use changes anticipated as a 
result of the project. 

Project installation will not affect any threatened or endangered species 
listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the California Department of 
Fish and Game. Nineteen acres of riparian habitat will be lost curing con¬ 
struction. Visual and habitat values will be replaced by mitigation. 

The Gilman Road bridge, which is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places, will be removed by project installation. 

Energy requirements for both fossil fuels and electricity will be reduced over 
the long term by project installation. 


Alternatives Considered 

— No Project: If the project is not built, the area will continue to flood. 
Average annual damages of $917,300 would continue. 
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Nonstructural Plan; This alternative has limited application in the water¬ 
shed because of the concentration of damages in the urban areas. Some 
rural homes and businesses could be protected with nonstructural measures 
as a part of the selected plan, if sufficient interest existed. 

Structural Plans; Six alternatives using various combinations of flood- 
water storage and channel modification were evaluated for their effective* 
ness in providing various levels of flood protection. Sponsor objectives, 
elements of the general plans, and agency policies and regulations were 
considered in the evaluation. 
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Background 


An application for planning assistance for the Carnadero and Llagas Creek 
Watersheds was prepared by the three sponsoring local organizations in 
January 1957 and submitted to the State Soi ! Conservation Commission. The 
Commission distributed a summary of the application to interested local, state 
and federal agencies* with a request for comments. A field examination of the 
watershed was conducted and was attended by representatives or various 
agencies. The Soil Conservation Commission then approved the application in 
August 1957. A steering committee, made up of representatives of several 
local agencies and groups, was organized in December 1953, 

The Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service authorized planning assis¬ 
tance in September 1959, and studies leading to the preparation of a watershed 
work plan began. Planning was accomplished under the guidance of a local 
steering committee and, involved state and federal agencies, including the 
State Department of Fish and Game, State Department of Water Resources, the 
State Division of Forestry, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A review 
draft of the plan was distributed to these and other agencies in April 1962. 
As planning progressed, controversy arose, and an advisory committee was 
formed in September 1962 to help resolve differences. Development of the plan 
continued through 1966. Several public meetings were held during this period, 
and numerous articles concerning the project appeared in the Gilroy Dispatch , 
Morgan Kill Times , San Jose Mercur y and San Jose News . 

Separate work plans were prepared for the Lower Llagas Creek and Upper Llagas 
Creek watersheds, and these were distributed for interagency review in 
May 1967. Copies were sent to regional, district, nr area offices of the 
federal agencies listed below. 


Forest Service 
Farmers Home Administration 
Public Health Service 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Corps of Engineers 

Federal Water Pollution Control Administration 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Park Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 


The State Division of Soil Conservation distributed review copies to inter¬ 
ested state agencies. Responses were received from the following; 


Department of Water Resources 
Department of Public Health 
Department of Fish and Game 
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Division of Forestry 
Division of Highways 
Reclamation Board 


Comments from these agencies led to some revisions in the plans. The final 
plans were approved in January 1968. Those who approved the plans were the 
Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District, South Santa Clara Valley Water 
Conservation District (now Gavilan water Conservation District) and the County 
Board of Supervisors (acting as Supervisors of the Santa Clara County Flood 
Control and Water District, now Santa Clara Valley Water District). The 
cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy endorsed the plans the following month. The 
plans were then transmitted to the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of 
Health, Education and Welfare, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers, and the 
Chairman of the Federal Power Commission for their review and comments. They 
were also transmitted to the Administrator of the Resources Agency of 
California, who approved them on behalf of the Governor of California in May 
1968. The plans were then submitted for Congressional approva1. Congress 
approved the Lower Lsagas plan in July 1968, and the Upper Llagas plan in 
September 196B, Funds for installation were authorized by the Soil Conser’ 
vation Service in April 1969. 

The early plans also included land treatment. The major components of the 
land treatment plan were for fire prevention and included fuel breaks, water 
tanks t roads and heliports., These measures have been installed. Future land 
treatment needs will be handled under existing programs. 

In 1971-72, California Division of Highways (now CALTRANS) excavated 
10.9 miles of channels to provide fill for the South Valley Freeway (Highway 
101). This was a savings to the project since the cost of excavation was 
attributed to highway construction. These channels were excavated to the 
approximate sizes and grades shown in the original plan. The original plan 
also called for grade stabilization structures, channel bank protection, and 
restoration of riparian wildlife habitat in these reaches, and that work has 
not yet been done. In 1973, the Soil Conservation Service constructed an 
additional 1.2 miles of channel in the lowermost reach of LIagas Creek. 5CS 
and the Sponsors also Intended to complete the installation of CALTRANS 
channels in the near future. 

In 1974, 5CS stopped construction to further evaluate environmental impacts as 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act, The Sponsors organized the 
Llagas Creek Citizens Advisory Committee which met from 1974 to 1976 to 
further define the goals and objectives of the project and recommend a plan. 
After numerous meetings, the Sponsors recommended that SCS proceed with the 
project as presented in the 1979 Draft EIS. Although this project was in 
general agreement with the plan recommended to the Sponsors, some members of 
the. Citizens Advisory Committee remained dissatisfied. 

A Draft EIS was circulated for public review in July 1979 and a public hearing 
was held on September 16, 1979. About 500 copies of the Draft EIS were dis¬ 
tributed to various agencies, groups, and individuals. :he EIS surfaced 
strong citizen opposition, and several public agencies also raised objections 
to the plan. As a result, SCS and the Sponsors agreed to restudy the orooosed 
project. 
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Early during the restudy process, the Sponsors and 5C5 recognized that two 
categories of structural work had to he considered* These were: 

1- Complete the partially installed reaches of channel excavated by CALTRANS. 
The completion of this work would add no further flood protection. It 
would reduce erosion within the excavated areas, mitigate the losses of 
fish and wildlife hahitat, and mitigate induced flooding downstream of the 
excavated channel sections* 

2* Install those remaining portions of the project which would provide addi¬ 
tional flood protection and are economically justified by the additional 
benefits generated. 

The Sponsors and SCS believo that mitigation of the adverse impacts of the 
CALTRAN5 excavation is the minimum acceptable level of work. SCS policy 
requires that the channels be brought to the agency's design standards* The 
Sponsors and SCS also recognized that the stabilization and wi1dlife/fisheries 
mitigation work necessary to complete the CALTRANS excavated areas would have 

mostly positive impacts. The cost of installing the required work is the only 

adverse impact. 

After considering inputs from the public, the Sponsors and SCS decided to 
environmentally clear the erosion, visual t and fish and wildlife habitat 
mitigation by a finding of No Significant Impact/Negative Declaration 
(Appendix A). 

The work to correct flooding induced by the CALTRANS excavation would require 
channel work and bridge construction. Because of its potential impacts T the 
Sponsors and SCS decided this work should be included in this EIS/EIR along 
with the alternatives studied to alleviate the remaining flood damages. 

As part of the reformulation process, the channel system was subdivided into 

various reaches. These are identified on Figure 2 and many of the subsequent 
figures in this report* 
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Purpose & Need 

As approved in 1969, this project was developed to solve the flood problems in 
the major valley of the watershed. Localized flooding occurs about four out 
of five years. Major Flooding has inundated large areas 12 titties in the last 
60 years, primarily during December, January, and February. Acreages flooded 
vary depending on prior watershed conditions and intensity and distribution of 
rainfall (Table 1), 


TABLE 1 

HISTORIC FLOODING IN 
LIAGAS CREEK WATERSHED 


Flood Year 

Acres Flooded 

December 1937 

4,310 

December 1955 

7,360 

April 1958 

7,280 

February 1962 

230 

February 1963 

3,310 

January 1369 

1,400 


The largest recorded flood was estimated at a 3 percent chance event. After 
heavy rainfall for a period of one week, a flood peak was reached on Llagas 
Creek on December 23 , 1955, Before the flood waters receded, approximately 
7,360 acres had been inundated. Homes, farm equipment, roads, and bridges 
were damaged in rural areas (Figure 1), In Gilroy, 16 city blocks were inun¬ 
dated along Miller Slough, and 225 people were forced to leave their homes for 
a two-’day period. Eighty^six people were provided shelter by the Red Cross. 
Another major flood occurred three years later in April 1958, and although the 
estimated return period of this flood was considerably smaller (14 percent 
event), the total area inundated was nearly equal to the 1955 flood. The 
portions of the project which have been installed since 1971 have reduced the 
potential flood damage. 

The Federal insurance Administration's (FIA) preliminary flood insurance rate 
map (October 30, 1979) indicates that about 10,300 acres whould be inundated 
by a 1 percent event (Figure 2), This plan addresses 5,300 acres of that 
floodplain (Table 2). This does not include 4,300 acres that are in the 
floodplain common to the Pajaro River and about 700 acres of narrow floodplain 
in the upstream tributaries of Llaqas Creek. 

TABLE 2 

LAND SUBJECT TO FLOODING 


Flood Event 

(Percent Chance) 

Agricultural 

(Acres) 

Urban 
(Acres) 

Other 

(Acres) 

Total 

(Acres) 

1 

3,300 

1,300 

700 

5,300 

10 

1,400 

450 

330 

2, ISO 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Agricultural Damage 


Agricultural damages from floodwater include: root rotting (the saturated 
soil makes plants more susceptible to root rot as well as provide optimum 
conditions for the motile spores of this fungus), causing yield reductions nr 
complete crop losses; delays in planting new crops due to overly wet field 
conditions; floodwatereborns introduction of weeds and plant diseases re¬ 
quiring additional pesticide application; debris left by receding floodwater 
requiring costly cleanup operations; and land damage through erosion of top¬ 
soil and deposition of sediment. Farm buildings, machinery, and irrigation 
and water control systems are also damaged by floodwaters, sediment, and 
debris. 

Agricultural damages attributable directly to sedimentation are not easily 
separated from floodwater damage, since both occur at the same time. Sedimen¬ 
tation damage to truck crops occurs after flooding and is due to a thin film 
of silt making the crop unacceptable for human consumption. The deposition of 
a thin layer of debris on garlic fields sometimes prevents the growth of the 
planes. The sediment and debris must be removed at a high cost to the farmer. 
Orchard frees sustain little damage from light sedimentation, though some 
cloan-up is usually required. Average annual agricultural damages, excluding 
carnages to buildings, are estimated to be $77,000* 

Urban Damage 

Severe flooding causes water and sediment to enter homes, especially those 
with slab-floor construction. This water damages structures, household 
furnishings, and other personal possessions. In addition, sidewalks, drive¬ 
ways, yards, fences, and other accessory structures are damaged from flood- 
water, sediment, and debris. An estimated 1,123 residential buildings and 
64 mobile homes are located throughout the rural, agricultural, and urban 
areas of the 1 percent floodplain* Of these, 199 would receive interior 
flooding at the 1 percent event. Average annual residential damages are 
estimated to be 3136,900. Approximately 3,500 people in the flood plain are 
exposed to hazards and stress from flooding during the 1 percent event. 

In commercial areas, flood and sediment flows are more damaging then in agri¬ 
cultural or residential areas. Floor levels are generally lower, resulting in 
greater loss of equipment, finished goods and products, and supplies due to 
flooding. An estimated 463 commercial establishments are located in the 
floodplain: of these, 273 would receive flood damage at the 1 percent event. 
These average annual damages are estimated tn be $560,6OO. 

Although industrial activity is presently limited in the area* shallow flows 
of floodwater and sediment cause extensive damage to equipment and raw and 
finished products. These are generally stored on floors at ground elevation 
or lower. About 24 industrial structures are located in the floodplain; of 
these, 13 would receive flood damage at the 1 percent event. Average annual 
damages are estimated to be $75,300. 

An additional number of structures are located in the floodplain including 
8 churches, 42 school buildings, and 545 other buildings (detached garages, 
sheds, barns, staples, and other miscellaneous buildings). Of these, 
215 would receive flood damage at the 1 percent event. Average annual damages 
are estimated to be $67*500. 
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Based on current land use and price levels, direct floodwater and sediment 
damages from the 1 percent and IQ percent events were estimated (Table 3). 


TABLE 3 

FLOODWATER AND SEDIMENT DAMAGES 



1 Percent Event 

IQ Percent Event 

Average Annual 

AgHcul tural 

$ 535,700 

$ 226,100 

$ 77,000 

Urban 

7,915,100 

1,140,900 

840,300 


$8,450,800 

$1,367,000 

$917,300 
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Affected Environment 


Physical Resources 

The Llagas Creek Watershed is located in southern Santa Clara County, 
California, about BO miles south of San Francisco. Llagas Creek is a tribu¬ 
tary to the Pajaro River which discharges Into Monterey Bay near Moss Landing. 
It lies within the California Water Resources Region and is in the Central 
Coast Subregion. The 57*300 acre watershed extends approximately 22 miles 
northwest to southeast* and averages six miles in width (Figure 3). It con¬ 
tains portions of the south Santa Clara Valiev and the Santa Cruz Mountains. 
Most of the lands in the valleys are nearly level to gently rolling with the 
upper reaches being steep and rugged. 

There are three general land forms in the watershed. These are: (X) the 
recent, alluvial plains and fans of the southern Santa Clara Valley* (2) the 
older alluvial fans and stream terraces along the outer margin of the southern 
Santa Clara Valley; and (3) the foothills and mountains of the Santa Cruz and 
Diablo ranges that parallel the valley. 

Soils: Soils in the north end of the Santa Clara Valley between Morgan Hill 
and Gilroy are deep* well drained* medium to fine textured* with slopes of 
less than 9 percent. Major soils in this area are the Yolo* Zamora, 
Pleasanton* and ArbuckSe series; all are Class I and Il-e. Only the 
Pleasanton soils have more than a slight erosion hazard. 

Soils in the southern area of the Santa Clara Valley south of Gilroy are deep, 
poorly drained and. moderately fine to fine textured, Slopes are generally 
less than 2 percent. The major soil series of the area aro in the Clear Lake* 
Campbell, Sunnyvale* and Willows series. Most of these soils are Class III-w 
and IV-w lands. 

Prime Agricultural Land : There are approximately IS * 300 acres of prime farm¬ 
lands and 5*100 acres of lands of statewide importance located in the water¬ 
shed. 

Stream System : From its headwaters, Llagas Creek flows about six miles to 
Chesbro Reservoir. This reservoir has a surface area of 270 acres and can 
store 3,086 acre-feet of conservation water. From Chesbro, Llagas Creek flows 
southeasterly through the centra’: portion of the basin to its confluence with 
the Pajaro River. Llagas Creek has numerous tributaries, the major ones be^ng 
East Little Llagas Creek* Miller Slough, and West Branch Llagas Creek. East 
Little Llagas Creek* which joins Llagas Creek between Church and Masten 
Avenue, drains the northerly portions of the valley lands tributary to Llagas 
Creek, ana has several tributaries of its own, including West Little Llagas 
Creek. 

Channel character!stics of Llagas Creek and its tributaries vary from natural 
to man-made. Certain reaches of the streams, especially those near the urban 
areas of Morgan Hill, Ban Martin* and Gilroy* have been modified for flood 
control purposes. 
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■Geo! oqy : The Llagas Creek Watershed is underlain by rocks of the Franciscan 
formation of Jurassic and Cretaceous age. These rocks consist of a ‘wide 
variety of lithologic types including sandstone, shale, and chert* Other 
sedimentary rocks present in small amounts are cong'l omerate and limestone. 
The sediments have been intruded by igneous bodies such as serpentine, perio- 
dotite, and diabase. Interbedded volcanics also occur. The Franciscan is 
exposed in the upper watershed orr the west side of the valley. Also cropping 
out in this part of the watershed are several Tertiary and Cretaceous sedi¬ 
mentary units of relatively minor extent. 

The narrow portion of the watershed located to the east of the valley floor is 
separated from the main range further east by the trace of Calaveras and other 
faults. This area is predominantly underlain by continental deposits of 
sandstone, shale and conglomerate of Cenozoic age. Small bodies of volcanic 
rocks of relatively recent age are found interbedded with the continental 
deposits which form the greater part of the range. Isolated bodies of various 
types of Franciscan rocks occur between the major faults. 

The valley floor is a down-dropped block between uplifted mountains on either 
side* Quaternary a]1uvium has been deposited in the val1ey to depths up tc 
400 feat, and the total thickness of relatively unconsolidated sediments is 
probably in excess of 1,000 feet when the underlying PIio-Pleistocene deposits 
are included. Temporary damming of surface outflow from the valley caused the 
periodic deposition of tight, clayey lake beds which are now aquieludes that 
confine several subsurface water bodies in the lower South Santa Clara Valley. 

Minerals : Mineral resources in the area include sand and gravel, cinnabar 
(mercury), and the abandoned Sargent oil field seven miles south of Gilroy, 
Sand ana gravel are commercially the most important mineral resources and also 
the most common. Crushed rock is also a commercially important material in 
the region. It may be derived from greenstone, serpentine, diabase, and 
chert^limestone materials* 

ClImate : The area has a Mediterranean-type climate. Summers are warm and dry 
with moderating marine breezes. Winters are mild, with virtually all the 
rainfall coming from storms originating in the North Pacific during the winter 
season of November through March* 

Mean annual temperature is 58“ r with a mean monthly variation from 66 n F in 
July to 48°F in January. Extreme temperatures in Gilroy are recorded as 2D a F 
and 116 C F. The average frost-free period is £73 days. The growing season 
varies between 209 days and 385 days in Gilroy. Average annual precipitation 
ranges from about 48 inches near the headwaters of Llagas Creek to 28 inches 
at Chesbro Reservoir, and to 2Ch£4 inches on the valley floor. About 92 per- 
cent of the average annual rainfall occurs between November 1 and April 30, 

Ground Water : The Gavilan Water Conservation District maintains 51 acres of 
percoEa^ion ponds located upstream of the South Valley Freeway (Highway 101) 
and below Chesbro Dam. 

Approximately 50 acre-feet per day are recharged with estimates up to 13,000 
to 14,000 acre - feet per year. Of this, about 9,000 acre-feet are piped in 
from lives Creek whose watershed is immediately west of the Llagas Creek Water¬ 
shed, 
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Approximately 90 percent of the water supply is met by ground water extrac¬ 
tion. The water is generally of excellent quality and suitable for most uses. 
In isolated areas T concentrations of iron and nitrate exceed the recommended 
drinking water standards, Ground water extractions are reoortedly balanced by 
recharge at present, although water has been imported from outside the water¬ 
shed in recent years to compensate for past ground water overdraft. 

Surface Water : The predominant surface water resource in the watershed is 
Llagas Creek and its tributaries. Llagas Creek discharges approximately 
11,500 acre-feet of water annually into Chesbro Reservoir. 

Water Qua1ity : Surface water quality testing and monitoring by the California 
Department of Water Resources indicates that water in the upper reaches of the 
watershed is of high quality. However, as water flows through the lower por¬ 
tions of the watershed the total dissolved salts and coliform count increases. 


Economic & Social Resources 

Populat!on : T he watershed includes portions of the incorporated cities of 
Morgan Hill and Gilroy, which are connected to San Francisco and Los Angeles 
by U.5. Highway 101. San Martin is an unincorporated community located 
between Morgan Hill and Gilroy. The city of San Jose with a population of 
637,000 is IS miles north of Morgan Hill. As of January 198G* the population 
of Gilroy was estimated at 21,600 and Morgan Hill reached 17*000. These two 
cities were the fastest growing cities in the county. Of the total population 
for the two cities* 35 percent are hispanic and 5 percent are of various other 
minority grouos. A similar ethnic composition occurs within the flood plain. 
Portions of the watershed are being developed into urban areas at an in¬ 
creasing rate. Population growth increased substantialTy during the period 
1960-1980, and is projected to continue this high growth rate. Tacle 4 shows 
the Santa Clara Planning Department population estimates for the year 2000, 

TABLE 4 

Populat ion (x 1*000) 


Area 

I960 

1970 

198G 

2000 (est.) 

Total County 

642.3 

1,065.9 

1*295.0 

1*580,7 

Morgan Hi 11 

5.1 

7,7 

17.0 

30. 0 

Sart Marti n 

3. 5 

2. 5 

5.9 

e.o 

GiTroy 

11. 1 

15, 4 

21. 5 

38,5 


Land Use : The Llagas Creek Watershed is a predominantly rural agricultural 
area (Figure 4). Table 5 indicates that aoproximafel.y 93 percent of the 
watershed is in some form of agricultural use. The lower watershed, prir^ 
cipally the gently sloping* alluviated valley floor* remains much more inten¬ 
sively cultivated than the upper watershed and includes the majority of the 
floodplain. The upper watershed is primarily in forest and chaparral. Most 
of the urban land is located in or around the cities of Morgan Hill and 
Gi 1roy. 
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TABLE 5 

LAND USES (1980) 



Watershed 

1 Percent 

Floods!ain 

Acres 

Percent 

Acres 

Percent 

Croolana 

20,SCO 

36 

3,12U 

59 

Pastureland ana Hayland 

5,2DG 

9 

ISO 

3 

Rangeland 

21,200 

37 

Q 

0 

Wood!and 

6,300 

11 

0 

0 

Urban and Other Land 

4,000 

7 

2,000 

38 

TOTAL 

57,300 

100 

5,300 

100 


The watershed has been undergoing increased urbanization due to pressures for 
housing generated by employment in northern Santa Clara County, Master plans 
of the county end cities for the watershed area have been designed to accomo¬ 
date some of this pressure, yet maintain the rural agricultural nature of the 
area. Most of the projected growth will occur within the cities of Morgan 
Hill and Gilroy, both of whose populations are expected to double by the 
year 2020. A large area around San Martin is zoned for 2*5 acre lots. The 
majority of the remaining watershed, particularly the floodplain area, has 
been zoned for agricultural uses (20 to 40 acre minimum lots). 

Economy of the Area : The major industries in the watershed are agriculture, 
cortjmercial and wholesale trade, and manufacturing. Historically, agriculture 
has been the major industry in the area. Even with today's trend toward 
urbanization, the growing, processing, and marketing of farm products accounts 
for about 85 percent of the annual income. The County Planning Department 
projects agriculture will still be nredomlnant 20 years from now. 

There are about 900 farm units in the watershed. Most are owner-operated. 
Farms range in size from 2.5 to 3,500 acres, but the average size is about 
30 acres. Approximately ten livestock ranches are in the area and average 
about 1,000 acres in size. 

Farmland fs devoted primarily to row crops with small areas of orchards, 
grains, and hay. Many walnut orchards are located along Llagas Creek be.low 
Chesbro Dam. Cattle production is common in the upper watershed. Crop pro¬ 
duction in the floodplain is more intensive and includes truck crops such as 
onions, peppers, sugar ceets, beans, garlic, and tomatoes (TabTe 6), 

The nonagricultural sector of the area's economy concerns manufacturing and 
commerce. Processing plants for products such as garlic, seeds, pickles, 
wine, health foods, and strawberries also contribute substantially to the 
local economy. An important factor in the local economy is the increasing 
number of people who live within the watershed but commute to the San Jose 
metropolitan area for emp1oyment. 
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TABLE 6 
CROP YIELDS 
(Tons/Acre) 


Crop 

Yield 

Alfalfa 

5, 5 

Beans 

4,0 

Cherrie$ 

5.7 

Cucumbers 

15.0 

Garlic 

5. 5 

Hay, Oats, and Vetch 

1. 7 

Flowers for Seed 

2.0 

Peppers 

9.5 

Prunes 

1.0 

Strawberries 

19.5 

Sugar beets 

31. 0 

Tomatoes 

28,0 

Walnuts 

0. 5 

Grapes 

3.0 


Biological Resources 

General : LI ayas Creek watershed encompasses a wide variety of biotic commu¬ 
nities. The chaparral plant community includes a large portion of the upper 
watershed and consists of scrub oak, coast live oak, poison oak, manianita, 
chamise, California coffeeherry* buckbrush* toyon, coyotebush and various 
annual grasses. The agricultural community is composed of orchards, vine¬ 
yards t and vegetable fields. Riparian communities are the only habitats 
within the floodplain. 

Riparian (Plants ): The streamside riparian plant communities vary consider¬ 
ably both visually and in plant species composition. Channel reaches vary 
from previously excavated earth channels containing little vegetation to 
relatively undisturbed* diversified, riparian plant communities. Variations 
between these extremes are found within the watershed (Figure 5). 

Severely modified channels, depending on how and when the excavation was done, 
contain varying degrees of vegetative cover. These channels are typically in 
early stages of plant succession and support a limited variety of young trees, 
small shrubs, grasses and aquatic plants, such as cattail. Channels generally 
appear very open with little visual relief in the form of varying plant sizes, 
snapes, and textures. 

The more mature riparian plant communities are .dominated by large native trees 
including California sycamore, valley oak, coast and 7 atari or live oak, 
California black walnut, and cottonwood. Understory trees and shrubs include 
Mexican elderberry, California buckeye, willow, coyotebush, mu Iefat, 
California wild rose, poison oak, California blackberry, and California wild 
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Flood water control 
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by developers. 
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grape. These native plants are usually interspersed with a variety of natu¬ 
ralized and introduced species including trees, shrubs, forbs and grasses. 
These well-vegetated reaches are rich aesthetically, with considerable varia¬ 
tion in plant size, texture, and shape. 

Fish : Species of fish normally found in Llagas Creek include Sacramento 

(western) sucker, carp, mosquito fish, hitch, steeI bead trout, ana goldfish. 
Cbesbro Reservoir contains all the above fish except steel head which cannot 
migrate above the dam. It also has three-spined stickleback, western roach, 
Sacramento squawfish, black bass, bluegill, crappie, bullhead and rainbow 
trout. Some of these species also inhabit the reaches of Llagas Creek just 
below the reservoir. 

The 1375 hatch of steel head in Llagas Creek was eliminated by a drought. 
Spawning was also prevented in 1976 and 1977 by the continuation of the 
drought. Samp]Eng by Or, Jerry J, Smith of San Josg State University faiEed 
to firrd evidence of successful spawning in 1978, 1979, and 1980, At this 
time, it is not known whether natural re-establishment will occur or whether 
restocking with srnolts will be necessary to restore the steelhead fishery. 

W 1 1d1ife : Mammals commonly found in the area include hats, opossum, skunk, 
fax, raccoon, coyote, rabbit, deer, and various rodents. 

Three important predator species rely partially on riparian vegetation for 
food, cover, and/or nesting sites. Those are the red-tailed hawk, the grey 
fox, and the gopher snake. These species and other predators help control the 
local rodent populations, including ground squirrels. 

Species of birds normally found i n the area include the California quail, 
western meadowlark, red winged blackbird, great hlue heron, California scrub 
jay, brown towhee, acorn and nuttall's woodpeckers, house finch, robin, 
mockingbird, house wren, mallards, wood duck, redtail hawk, and barn owls. 
Some of these species depend almost entirely on riparian habitat for food, 
shelter, shade, nesting and roosting sites. Migratory birds also utilize the 
area during spring and fal1 L 

Aquatic animals found in the watershed include frogs, newts, and salamanders. 
The yellow-legged frog, the Pacific troefrcg, the western toad, and the 
California slender salamander occur in the riparian areas. The red-legged 
frog and the Pacific treefrog are found in the Chcsbro Reservoir area. l‘he 
California newt and the arboreal salamander are found along Llagas Creek, 

Threatened and Endangered Species : The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was 
contacted to determine If any threatened or endangered species occurred within 
the watershed. The only listed species which might occur within the watershed 
is the San Joaquin kit fox ( Vulpes macrotis muttea ), They also stated that 
the following proposed and candidate plants for the endangered species fist 
might occur within the watershed: Coyote Creek ceanothus ( Ceano thus 

ferrisae ); Santa Cruz tarweed ( Holocarpha macradeni a); Metcalf Canyon jewel 
flower (St reptanthus albidus albidus )- and Mount Hamilton thistle ( Cirsiurn 
camp.ylon )- 
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S L rearnsId e vegetaLi oti ranges from bare eta t* then channel s to 
mature tipnrlan communities, with variations between those 
extremes, 


Figure 5 


























Recreational Resources 


A system of 30 parks and pub!in recreation areas now serves Santa Clara 

County, Some are scheduled for additional development to accomodate expected 
future increases in demand for recreational opportunities. 

Chesbro Reservoir is the only existing water based recreation area in the 
Llagas Creek watershed* Designated as a county park, the reservoir provides 
opportunities for sailing, rowing, canoeing, and fishing. The 528-acre park 

is considered undeveloped. A Plan of Regional Parks for Santa Clara County, 

adopted in 1972, calls for the expansion of the park by public acquisition of 
200 additional acres. 

The Regional Parks, Trails and Scenic Highways element of the 1980 County 
General Plan proposes that the main branch of Llagas Creek be developed as a 
streamside park and trail system. The city of Morgan Hill has developed a 
Park Master Plan. The plan finds parks lacking in the City and is recom¬ 

mending a streamside park along West Little Llagas Creek between Monterey 
Highway and Santa Teresa Boulevard. 


Cultural Resources 

Many items of archeological and historical interest are located in southern 
Santa Clara County; some of these lie within the Llagas Creek watershed (1, 2, 
3, 5, 6). Five sites in the watershed are listed on various historic 
registries (6): 

National Register of Historic Places (HRHP ) 

Gi1roy City Hal 1 

Villa Mira Monte, Morgan Hill 

California State Historical Landmark 

Vasquez tree and site of 21-mile house, Morgan Hill 

Point of Historical Interest 

Machado School, Morgan Hill 

San Juan Bautista de Anza campsite, between Morgan Hill artd San Martin 

Other items of cultural interest that are located within or adjacent to the 
proposed construction areas are as follows: 

-- Scattered remains of migrant workers' camps along Llagas Creek between 
Pacheco Pass Highway and Bloomfield Avenue. These do not appear well 
enough preserved to make further study profitable (3). 

-- The Gilman Road bridge over Llagas Creek. This is a single-span, triple- 
parabolic arched, reinfgreed-concrete bridge, built in 1911. It is cur¬ 
rently being nominated to the Santa Clara County Historical Heritage 
Inventory and is identified as a significant cultural resource in the 
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County's General Plan. The Secretary of the interior has determined that 
it \s eligible Tor the National Register of Historic Places. However* it 
does not meet current traffic safety requirements and it is eligible for 
replacement under the Federal Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation 
Program (9), The County of Santa Clara intends to apply to the Federal 
Highway Administration for funds to replace the bridge under this program. 

■— The Leavesley Road bridge over Llagas Creek. This is not believed to be 
significant (5). 

—Sites CA-SC1-40G, CA-SC1-4G1, and Llagas~3 t located along Llagas Creek in 
Reach 4. These sites are not believed to be significant (5), 

” Site CA _ SC1 _ 402, located along Llagas Creek in Reach 4. The archeologist 

who inspected this site he sieves it to be potentially significant (5). 

— A number of old wooden irrigation flumes at various locations along Llagas 
Creek in Reaches 5 and 6. These are not believed worthy of further atterr 
tion (3), 

-- The site of the Vasques tree and Sl^mile house* near the intersection of 
Monterey Highway and Edmondson Avenue in Morgan Hill. Botn the tree and 
the State Historical Landmark plaque were removed sometime within the last 
18 years. 

-- The Edmunason Avenue bridge over West Little Llagas Creek. This bridge is 
not believed eligible for the NRHP* but is of some interest to local his¬ 
torians (5). 

— Two barns in Morgan Hill* one at 25 Dunne Avenue and the other at the 
corner of Monterey Avenue and West Fifth Street. 

-- A Victorian house at 17415 Del Monte in Morgan Hill. 

— Three small outbuildings resembling carriage houses, along West Second 
Street in Morgan Hill. 

— The Virgil Moniz house, immediately adjacent to Little Llagas Creek* on 
Hale Avenue in Morgan Hill. 

— The Farrell Avenue box culvert on the West Branch of Llagas Creek. It is 
not believed to be eligible for the NRHP, but is of some interest to local 
historians (5). 

Items of interest that would be affected by some of the alternatives discussed 

in this EI5* but not by the planned project* include the following: 

-- Site CA-SCl j 452, located along East Little Llagas Creek in Reach 14. The 
archeologist who inspected this site believes it to be potentially eligi¬ 
ble for the NRHP (5). 

Sites 4-SCl“52* 223, 224* 245* and 246* located at Chesbru Reservoir. An 
archeologist who studied these sites believes that with the possible 
exception of 4’3 Cj~ 245* these sites are believed potentially eligible for 
the NRHP (4). 
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Br t ages over Uagas Creek at Buena Vista Avenue, Rucker Avenue, Church 
Avenue, San Martin Avenue, L'lagas Avenue, and Monterey Highway, 

In addition to these specific areas, prehistoric artifacts and other traces 
have been found at various locations along the creeks. These indicate that 
Reacnes 2, 3, 4, and 14 downstream of Corral itos Creek may be especially 
sensitive (5). 
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Formulation of Alternatives 


Analysis of the many written questions and concerns on the previous Draft EIS 
began in late 1979. Areas of major concern were urbanization of the south 
Santa Clara Valley, the level of flood protection including design, size, and 
extent of flood control channels, cost and economic justification, raising 
Chesbro Dam, impacts on riparian vegetation, fish and wildlife, maintenance 
procedures and use of herbicides, linear park chain, ground water recharge, 
and adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR* The severity of the concerns warranted a 
restudy. The objectives were to (1) take the concerns into account, (2) meet 
the primary objective of flood control, and (3) stay within current state and 
federal policies and guidelines. These policies and guidelines revolve around 
insuring that benefits exceed costs and minimizing environmental impacts. 

An array of study cases was developed to address the concerns. These included 
changing the level of protection from 1 percent to 10 percent in the rural 
areas or limiting work in undeveloped areas to that necessary to prevent 
additional flooding over present conditions in areas downstream of proposed 
work. Also several methods of construction and designs were considered to 
obtain the most economical means of flood control. 

The restudy evaluated the watershed based on 1930 conditions and costs. 
Damages were recalculated using (1) flood flows based on the Federal Insurance 
Administration (FIA) Flood Insurance Study conducted by a private consulting 
firm (ftoite and Associates), (2) current land use and buildings in the flood¬ 
plain, and (3) county and city general plans to determine future conditions. 
To analyte the effects of various alternatives, the floodplain was divided 
into four evaluation units (Figure 6). Costs and benefits were calculated 
using these evaluation units. 

The excavation done by CALTRANS has modified flooding patterns. Measures to 
mitigate flooding induced in Reaches 3 and 4 by this work are included in 
those alternatives that would not otherwise provide additional flood protec¬ 
tion in these reaches. The alternatives formulated include No Project, Non- 
structuras, and Structural. The following discussion describes various ways 
of dealing with the remaining flood damages. 


No Project 

The channel rights-of-way needed for additional work would remain in private 
ownership. Removal of riparian habitat, would prchably only occur through 
individual landowner efforts to maintain the channel or by other local 
efforts, without federal assistance. The average annual flood damages to 
existing agricultural and urban developments estimated at 5917,300 would 
continue to occur. The 1 percent event would damage 703 buildings and 
3,3G0 acres of cropland. The 10 percent event would damage 311 buildings and 
1,400 acres of cropland. 
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Nonstructurai Plan 


The County of Santa Clara and the cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy are parti’ 
cipating in the National Flood Insurance Program. As part of this participa™ 
tion. they have adopted ordinances requiring all new construction to have its 
first floor elevation above the level of the 1 percent flood. Continuation of 
this program will assure that buildings constructed in the future will not be 
subject to interior flooding. Existing structures will still bo susceptible. 

A flood warning and preparedness plan could be applied to the flood zone. 
This plan would predict when and where a flood would occur, and would be 
designed to evacuate residences befure Headwater reaches hazardous levels. 
This measure may prevent loss of life and allow removal of building contents, 
but damages to structures would continue to occur, along with the cost of 
cleanup. 

At present, the portions of the floodplain in Gilroy and Morgan Hill are 
intensively developed and include residential, commercial, educational, and 
industrial buildings. Individual floodproofing of all 423 buildings suscep- 
title to flooding in these two cities is impractical because of the 'ocation 
and type of building construction. The cost of acquiring and relocating the 
buildings is prohibitive. For these reasons, a totally nonstructurai solution 
was dropped from further consideraton. However, a potential nonstructurai 
solution was considered as a component of the selected plan. 


Structural Plans for Additional Flood Protection 

The following alternatives consist of structural solutions to reduce flooding. 
Each alternative also includes mitigation measures to reduce or compensate for 
the environmental damages that would occur. 

Alternative A : This alternative (Figure 7) would consist of modifying an 
existing reservoir and channel system to provide protection from the I percent 
event. 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Modification of Chesbro Dam and Reservoir. 

(2) Excavated earth channel along 23.6 miles of creek. (Reaches 2, 3, 4, 5, 
7a. 7b, 8b, 9, lia, 11b, 12, 13, 14, 15a, 15b, 16) 

(3) Retangular reinforced concrete lined channel for 1.0 mile of creek. 
(Reach 8a) 

(A) Construction of 4.1 miles of new channel. (Reaches 10, 12, 13, 17a) 

(5) Construction of levees along 4.2 miles of Llagas Creek. (Reaches 6a, 6b) 

Modification of Chesbro Dam would add an additional 850 acre-feet of storage 
to the reservoir by raising the spillway two feet. The top of the dam would 
be raised to contain the probable maximum flood. An operational agreement 
would assure that adequate storage would he available to limit outflow to 
2,90Q cubic feet per second (cfs) during a 1 percent event, 

Channel work would involve several different types of construction. These 
would induce: 4.4 miles of channel excavated from one side leaving rT pari an 


31 







< 



ALTERNATIVE 
FIGURE 7 














vegetation on the opposite bank; 18.7 miles of trapezoidal channel excavated 
from both sides; 4.2 miles of trapezoidal excavated channel with bank protec¬ 
tion; 1 mile of rectangular reinforced concrete lined channel. In the leveed 
reach, the existing channel would be preserved. 

Approximately 27 grade stabilization structures would be provided. These 
would be concrete drops and rock chutes. Structures in the main channel would 
be designed to permit passage of migrating fish and would include fish ladders 
and low flow channels* Drainage inlets would be provided to allow local 
drainage and storm runoff to enter the channels. Thirty-eight existing 
bridges and £5 box culverts would be replaced and two existing fords would be 
improved. 

Channel r n 'ghts-of-way would include the estimated width of the channel * and an 
13-foot-wide maintenance road and a collector ditch on each side of the 
channel. For those portions that have levees, rights-of-way would include 
levees, the floodplain and creek between the levees, maintenance roads, and 
col 1ector ditches. 

Works of improvement would require the purchase of 547 acres of right-of-way, 
and would necessitate the removal of nine residences. Riparian vegetation 
removal would amount to 34 acres. The cost includes all mitigation features 
required to replace lost habitat. 

The estimated installation cost of this alternative would be $61,992,100. "he 
remaining floodplain affected by a 1 percent event would be approximately 
28G acres. Average annual damages which would be prevented are estimated to 
oe $913,100; remaining average annual damages would be $4,200, 

Aibernatlve 0 : This alternative (Figure 3) would consist of deleting Chesbro 
Dam and Reservoir from Alternative A and adding two sections of channel work. 
These two channel reaches would extend from Tennant Avenue to East Dunne 
Avenue on Corralitos Creek and from Fitzgerald Road to Highland Avenue on West 
Branch Uagas Creek. This alternative would provide protection from a 1 per- 
cent event except along the channel from Chesbro to Reach 6B. 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Excavated earth channel along 24.3 miles of creek. (Reaches 2, 3, 4, 5, 
7a, 7b, 8b, 9, 11a, lib, lie, 12, 13, 14, 15a, 15b, 15c, 16) 

(2) Reinforced concrete lined channel for 1. D mile of creek. (Reach 8a) 

(3) Construction of 4.1 miles of new channel. (Reaches 7a, ID, 12, 13) 

(4) Construction of levees along 4.2 miles of Llagas Creek. (Reaches 6a, 5b) 

Associated with the channel work would be installation of 28 grade stabiliza¬ 
tion structures. Structures in the main channel would include fish ladders to 
permit passage of migrating fish. A law flow channel would be installed in 
main Llagas Creek. Drainage inlets would be provided to allow local drainage 
and storm runoff to enter the channels. Forty bridges and 25 box culverts 
would be replaced and cwo existing low water crossings improved. 

The works of improvement, would require the purchase of 573 acres of rights- 
of-way and the removal of nine residences. Thirty-eight acres of riparian 
vegetation would be removed. The cost includes all mitigation features 
required to replace lost habitat. 
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The estimated Installation cost of this alternative would he 363,017,400. The 
remaining floodplain affected by a 1 percent event would be approximately 
ISO acres. Average annual damages which would be prevented are estimated to 
be $916,100; remaining average annual carnages would be $1,200, 

Alternative C : This alternative (Figure 9) would consist of installing 

channels and levees to handle the 1 percent event in the urban areas of Gilroy 
and Morgan Hill and or main Llagas Creek below the urban centers. Mo addi^ 
tional flood protection would be afforded to other areas in the watershed. 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Excavated earth channel along 15.3 miles of creeks. (Reaches 2, 3, 4, 5, 
7a, 7b, 8b, 9, 11a, lib, 12, 13) 

(2) Reinforced concrete lined channel for 1.D mile. (Reach 3a) 

(3) Construction of 4.1 miles of new channel. (Reaches 7a, 10, 12, 13) 

(4) Construction of levees along 4.2 miles of Llagas Creek. (Reaches 6a, 6b) 

Associated with the channel work would be the installation of 21 grade stabi¬ 
lization structures* Structures in the main channel would be designed to 
permit passage of migrating fish and would include fish ladders and low flow 
channels. Drainage inlets would be provided to allow local drainage and storm 
runoff to enter the channels. Thirty^six bridges and 13 box culverts would be 
replaced* 

"'he works of improvement would require the purchase of 370 acres of rights" 
of-way and the removal of eight residences* Thirty-two acres of riparian 
vegetation would be removed* The cost includes all mitigation features 
required to replace lost habitat. 

Estimated installation cost of this alternative would be $51*954,700. The 
remaining floodplain affected by a 1 percent, event would be approximately 
880 acres. Average annual damages which would be prevented are estimated to 
be 3339,000; remaining average annual damages would be 323,300. 

Alternative D : This alternative (Figure 10) would consist of installing 

channels to control runoff from a 1 percent event in Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
and to control a 10 percent event in all other areas described in Alterna¬ 
tive B* 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Excavated earth channel along 29.0 miles of creeks. (Reacnes 2, 3, 4, 5, 

6a, 6b, 7a, 7b, 3b, 9, 11a, lib, lie, 12, 13, 14, 15a, 15b, 15c, 16,) 

(2) Reinforced concrete lined channel for 1.0 mile of creek. (Reach 8a) 

(3) Construction of 4*1 siiles of new channel* (Reaches 7a, 10, 12, 13) 

Associated with the channel work would be the installation of 28 grade stabi¬ 
lization structures. Structures in the .main channel would be designed to 
permit passage of migrating fish and would include fish ladders and a low flow 
channel* Drainage inlets would be provided to allow local drainage from storm 
runoff to enter the channels. Thirty-eight bridges and 24 box culverts would 
be replacad* 
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FIGURE 9 
















































Works of improvement would require the purchase of 397 acres of rights-of-way 
and the removal of seven residences. Installation of the project would 
require the removal of 38 acres of riparian vegetation. The cost includes all 
mitigation features required to rep I ace lost values. 

estimated installation cost of this alternative would be 550,377,700. The 
remaining floodplain affected by a 1 percent event would be approximately 
1,490 acres. Average annual damages which could be prevented are estimated to 
be $3S7,900; remaining average annual damages would he $23>400. 

Alternative E : This alternative (Figure 11) would consist of channel work to 
control runoff from a 1 percent event in Morgan Hill and Gilroy and limiting 
the downstream channel work to contain increased flows caused by upstream 
channel modification. 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Excavated earth channel along 7.3 :ni1es of creeks. (Reaches 2, 3, 4* 7a, 
7b, 8b, 3, IQ, Ila, 11b, 12, 13) 

(2) Reinforced concrete lined channel for 1.0 mile of creek. (Reach 3a) 

(3) Construction of 4.1 miles of new channel. (Reaches 7a, 10, 12, 13) 

(4) Selective clearing of vegetation and debris removal on 5.2 miles of 
creek, (Reaches 4, Sa) 

Associated with the channel work would be the installation of 11 grade stabi¬ 
lization structures. Structures on the main channel would be designed to 
permit oassage of migrating fish including fish ladders and a low flow channel 
in main Llagas Creek. Drainage outlets would be provided to allow local 
drainage and storm runoff to enter the channels. Nineteen bridges and 15 box 
culverts would be replaced. 

Works of improvement would require the purchase of 335 acres of rights-of-way 
and the removal of four residences. The project would require the removal of 
19 acres of riparian vegetation. The cost includes all mitigation features 
required to replace lost habitat. 

The estimated cost of this alternative is $24,098,000. The remaining flood- 
plain affected by the 1 percent event would be approximately 2,580 acres. 
Average annual damages which would be prevented are estimated to be $342,400; 
remaining average annual damages would be $74,300. 

Alternative F : This alternative (Figure 12) would consist of providing the 
same level of protection as Alternative E, except work would be excluded 
between Day Road and Fitzgerald Avenue. 

Structural measures would include: 

(1) Excavated earth channel along 5.5 miles of creeks. (Reaches 2, 4, 7a, 
7b, 3b, 9, 10, 11a, 12, 13) 

(2) Reinforced concrete lined channel for 1.0 mile of creek. (Reach 8a) 

(3) Construction of 4.1 miles of new channel, (Reaches 7a, ID, 12, 13) 

(4) Selective clearing of vegetation ana debris removal on 5.2 miles of 
creek. (Reaches 4, 6a) 

(5) Levee along 0.3 miles of channel. (.Reach 9) 
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Features associated with the channel work such as low flow channels, drainage 
outlets and bridges would be the same as Alternative E. There would be ten 
grade stab 11ization structures. Changes in design to reduce cost include: 

(1) Reduced channel rights-of-way by eliminating one maintenance road along 
the channel and constructing access ramps to the channel bottom for 
operation and maintainance, 

(2) Use of a levee instead of an excavated channel in Reach 9* 

(3") Elimination of fencing except along the concrete channel and hazardous 
areas* 

Works of improvement would require the purchase of an additional 171 acres of 
rights-of-way in fee simple title or permanent flood control easements, and 
the relocation of two residences. Installation of the project would require 
the removal of 19 acres of riparian vegetation. The cost includes all 
features required to mitigate lost habitat* 

The alternative would cost $21,967,000 to install* The remaining floodplain 
affected by a one percent event would be approximately 2,820 acres. Average 
annual damages which would be prevented are estimated to be $834,300; 
remaining average annual damages would be $33,000* 


Rationale for Plan Selection 

The No Project alternative allows significant flood problems to remain 
unsolved. For this reason it was generally unacceptable* 

The totally nonstructural alternative is impractical* Most of the buildings 
in the cities cannot be individually floodproofed because of the type of 
structures. The mix of building types would still necessitate structural 
measures bo eliminate flooding in the cities* 

Of the six structural alternatives, only Alternatives E and F have benefits 
that exceed cost. In Alternatives A through E, only the Gilroy Evaluation 
Unit (Figure 6) has a favorable benefit/cost ratio. The three other Units 
(Morgan Hill, East Little Llagas, and Chesbro) do not generate benefits in 
excess of cost* 

In Alternative F, redesign of structural plans for the Morgan Hill Unit re¬ 
duced cost sufficiently to provide a favorable benefit/cost ratio. Redesigns 
could not reduce cost enough for the other two units to become feasible* 

The Sponsors and SCS recommended Alternative F with the addition of works to 
prevent, flooding induced by the CALTRANS work (Table 7), as the alternative 
that came closest to satisfying the concerns about the 1979 plan (Table 3). 
This alternative was reviewed with the public at two workshops* Participants 
reached a consensus agreeing with the selection of Alternative F plus mitiga¬ 
tion for past CALTRANS work. 

However, some residents along Reaches 4 and 15 expressed concern about contin“ 
uatToo of problems in unprotected areas* As a result, the 76 buildings in the 
rural area still subject to flood damage with Alternative F were screened for 
eligibility for nonstructural flood protection (Table 9), 
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Nonstructural measures considered included f 1 oodproofing of individual 
buildings and elevating or diking individual structures. These measures were 
tested and found economically feasible. The estimated installation cost for 
protecting the 75 buildings is $424,000, These measures would prevent 
interior damages only. All other damages would continue. Average annual 
damages which could be prevented would be an additional ?9S>QGLj. 

Hesidents and building owners were contacted for their receptiveness to parti¬ 
cipating in this part of the project. The response to these inquires was too 
low to warrant including this as part of the selected plan, 

A comparison with other alternatives shows that Alternative F: 

X. Offers a high level of damage reduction, has the lowest structural meas - 
ures costs, and has benefits that exceed cost, 

2. Provides protection to both uroan centers, 

3. Disturbs the smallest acreage of riparian habitat and mitigates fish and 
wildlife losses. 

4. Minimizes land required for rights-of-way. 

5. Minimizes the number of residences removed. 

S. Minimizes adverse effects on cultural resources. 

7, Does not preclude installation of linear parks/trails by some agency 
other than the Sponsors. 

8, Mitigates flooding induced by previous CALTRAN5 excavations and does not 
induce flooding elsewhere. 
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Table 8 

Comparison of Alternatives 
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TABLE 9 

PROPERTIES THAT COULD BE DAMAGED IN RURAL 
AND AGRICULTURAL AREAS 


Location 

Number of 
Residences 

Number of Commercial 
& Industrial Buildings 

Corralitos Creek 

9 

0 

East Little Llacas 

IE 

A 

Main Valley (above Suena Vista 
Avenue to South Valley Freeway) 

13 

0 

West Branch Llagas Creek 
(above Day Road) 

9 

4 

Below Chesbro Dam 

3 

0 

Lions Creek 

0 

1 

L'tagas Creek South of Pacheco 

Pass Highway 

•? 

15 

TOTAL 

52 

24 
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Planned Project 


Channel Modification 

Planned channel modifications include several types of channel work 
(Figure 13), These include channel excavated from one side leaving riparian 
vegetation on the opposite bank, a trapezoidal excavated channel, selective 
grubbing and debris removal, and rectangular reinforced concrete lined channel 
(Appendix B). Riprap will oe placed along some reaches. Oxbows containing 
valuable riparian vegetation will be preserved and lew channel flows will be 
restored through them. 

The following provides a brief description of the proposed channel work. 
Reach 2 {2.2 miles ). Proposed work is as follows: 

— 1.2 miles of channel excavated from one side leaving riparian vegetation on 
the opposite bank 

-- 0,5 mile excavated trapezoidal riprapped channel on a new alignment 
-- 0.5 mile trapezoidal channel excavated from both sides of the existing 
creek 

-- The oxbow at the upstream end will be preserved. 

Levees will be modified or reconstructed along 1.2 miles of channel. The 
sides will be riprapped to varying degrees along che entire length. 

Reach 4- (2. 3 mi les ). Proposed work is as follows: 

— 1.5 miles selective gravel, sand bar and vegetative removal within channel 
banks with minor channel enlargement at restricted sections. 

— 0.3 mile excavation from one side removing gravel, sand bars and vegetation 
in the bottom. Riparian vegetation on opposite bank will be left. 

Reach 6a (3.7 miles ). Work on this reach will include selective grubhing, 
removal of constrictions within the channel, and selective widening of both 
banks. 

Reach 7a (1. G miles ). This reach will be an excavated trapezoidal earth 
channel with depressed maintenance roads and a rock-lined pilot channel for 
the first mile. 

Reach 7b (0.3 mi 1 e ). This reach will be excavated earth channel with a 
depressed maintenance road and a pilot channel. 

Reach 3a (1.3 mile ). This reach will have a rectangular concrete channel 
inatal led. 

Reach 9 (Q.8 mil e). This reach has been excavated by CALTRANS, It will have 
0.6 miles of levee installed downstream of the South Valley Freeway 
(Highway 101), along the southern bank. 

Reaches 3b, 10, 11a, 12, and 13 (4.1 mi les ). These reacnos will be excavated 
unlined trapezoidal earth channels. 
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Associated Construction Features , Grade stabilization structures (Table 10) 
will be constructed of concrete wit ft rock protection (Figure 14). The stabi¬ 
lization structures in main L1agas Creek will include fish ladders. Low flow 
channels will be installed in Reaches Z t 4, and Ga, 


TABLE 10 

GRADE STABILIZATION STRUCTURES 


Stream 

Reach 

Station 

Fish Ladder 

Main LIagas 

2 

133*55 

Yes 


2 

148+95 

Yes 

West Branch 

3 

0+00 

No 


9 

48+00 

No 


3 

110+75 

No 


10 

IS2+0Q 

No 


11a 

132+00 

No 

Lions Creek 

12 

220+00 

No 


12 

263+00 

No 

West Little Llagas 

7a 

11+00 

No 


Drainage outlets will be provided to allow local drainage and storm runoff to 
enter the channel „ Nineteen bridges and 15 box culverts will be installed at 
road crossings (Table 11). 

Potential spoil disposal sites include levees along project channels, other 
public works projects, and stockpiles in other areas. Spoil disposal will 
be in accordance with Regulations 40 CFR 230 promulgated pursuant to Sec¬ 
tion 404(b) of the Clean Water Act of 1977. 

Works of improvement require the purchase of 171 acres of rights-of-way in fee 
simple title or permanent easements and removal of two residences. In Gilroy, 
the maintenance road will be along one side of the channel. In Morgan Hill, 
the maintenance road will be along the bottom of the channel. 


Mitigation 

The following techniques and features shall be included as part of the planned 
project (Appendices C and Q); 

1. Ground cover and trees ana shrubs will be established along the LIagas 
Creek Channels as habitat/1andscape plantings to minimize the loss of 
riparian communities and reduce the aesthetic impacts of the project. 
Exact locations and plant species to be used will be coordinated with 
concerned agencies during final design. The plants will be irrigated to 
insure their establishment. 

2. Establishing a low flow channel along one side of the channel bottom to 
confine low flows for steel head migration on main LIagas Creek, 
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GRADE STABILIZATION STRUCTURE - sketch Figure 14 






























































Table 11 
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3 r Installing fish ladders and plunge pools in association with drop struc¬ 
tures on main Llagas Creek. 

4. Providing landscaping and fencing in visually sensitive areas 
{Appendix D). 

5. Disturbance of archeo logics ] site CA*SC1~402 will be avoided. No earch 
moving activity will be done in the site area. 

5, With regard to the Gilman Road bridge, adverse effects on cultural values 
will be negated, minimized, or mitigated in accordance with the require- 
ments of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
If, as expected, the County Transportation Agency pursues its application 
for funds from the Federal Highway Administration, then those two 
agencies will carry out the steps necessary for compliance. The SCS and 
SCVWD will assist by furnishing the information that they have obtained. 
If, for some reason, the Transportation Agency does not obtain federal 
funds, the SCS will work with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to assure compliance. 

7. The West Edmundson and Farrell Avenue reinforced concrete boxes will be 
photographed before removal. 

8. If evidence of cultural resources is discovered during detailed investi¬ 
gations or construction, SCS will immediately notify the State Historic 
Preservation Officer and the National Park Service. SCS will follow the 
requirements of Public Law 96-291 and SCS Procedures for the Protection 
of Archeological and Historical Properties Encountered in SCS-Assisted 
Programs (7 CFR 656). SCS and the Sponsors will also permit archeolo¬ 
gists who are interested to observe any of the earth-moving activity. 
Since this is a federally assisted local project, there will be no 
changes in any federal agency 3 s responsibilities under Executive 
Order 11593, 

9. The City of Gilroy sewage treatment ponds displaced by the project will 
be replaced. 

10. Permanent vehicle barriers will be installed where needed for safety and 
to prevent damage by trespassing vehicles. They will also discourage 
dumping of trash. 

11. Signs will be erected along the channel and at critical points of entry 
stating that trespassing, dumping of trash and debris is prohibited and 
cite local ordinances and penalties controlling such actions. 

The following items of work will be included as nonproject features comple¬ 
mentary to the mitigation measures. Since these nonproject features are not 
cost shared under this project, the Gavilan Water Conservation District and 
the California Department of Fish and Dame will enter into a cooperative 
agreement to carry out the work. This work will make the downstream fisheries 
mitigation more effective. The cooperative agreement is included in 
Appendix C oven though it is not part of the mitigation plan. 
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1. Periodic stirring of gravels in creek bottom above Santa Teresa Boulevard 
to remove silt and improve steel head spawning areas (Appendix C), Grave: 
removed in Reach 4 will be moved to the channel immediately below Chesbro 
Reservoir to improve steel head spawning areas* The amount and timing of 
the gravel deposition will be coordinated between the Gavilan Water Ccrr 
servation District and the California Department of Fish and Game, 

2. Removal of downed trees in Llagas Creek which impede steel head migration. 

3. The California Department of Fish end Game will undertake a three-year 
program of stocking young steel head in Llagas Creek near the confluence 
with the Pajaro River, 

The following techniques will be used to minimize adverse impacts to the 

environment and biological resources during construction: 

1* Maximum clearing limits needed for construction and maintenance will be 
established and described in the plans and specifications. 

2* After completion of' construction, the disturbed areas will be established 
to permanent vegetation. 

3, Diversion ditches will be constructed around spoi 1 piles to prevent 
erosion and subsequent sedimentation. 

4, Where conditions require, temporary debris and sediment basins will be 
constructed to reduce sediment reaching the streams. 

5, Construction in the channel will only be permitted during low flow* or no 
flow to prevent water quality problems from the generation of sediment. 

6. Where low water crossings for construction are installed, they will bypass 
water through pipes and be designed to minimize disturbance of streambanks 
and stream bottoms to help reduce erosion and sedimentation. 

7. Equipment parking areas, haul roads, and other construction areas will he 
managed to minimize erosion and sedimentation. Seeding and other erosion 
control practices will be required during winter. 

8. During oroject installation, state and local health, safety, air pollu¬ 
tion, and water pollution regulations will bo adhered to. 


Operaiion & Maintenance 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (3CVWD) will be responsible for the 
maintenance of all project measures. Prior to the start of any construction, 
an Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Agreement will be entered into by the SCVWD 
and the 3CS (an agreement has already been signed for Lower Llagas). This 
agreement will cover all features of the project. The O&M agreement will 
include a reference to the 5CS National Operation and Maintenance Manual. O&M 
plans will be prepared for the various items of work and appended to the 
agreement. 
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All completed works of improvement will be inspected annually to determine the 
maintenance required. Inspections will also be conducted after any unusual 
event or condition that might adversely affect a structural measure. The 
inspection group will consist of representatives of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, the Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District, Cavil an Water 
Conservation District, and the Soil Conservation Service , and may include 
representatives of other interested agencies. 

Structural Measures : An operation and maintenance plan will be prepared for 
each type of structural measure, and the plan will give specific details as to 
required maintenance. The following describes the essential elements of the 
operation and maintenance responsibilities of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District. 

-- Channels: After installation, the channel is to remain clean of trash and 
debris; slopes are to be maintained as designed, causes of scour are to be 
corrected; and scour areas will be repaired* Drop structures are to be 
cleaned and debris and obstructions to channel flow will be removed. 

-- Streambank Protection; Slopes are to be maintained; displaced materials 
will be replaced to alignment and grade; base materials are not to be 
exposed and local isolated erosion areas are to be repaired so that they 
are not damaging to the project. 

-- Ground Squirrel Control: Flock riprap will provide shelter for ground 

squirrels which are a pest in agricultural areas. The squirrel control 
program will require a more intensive effort, 

-- Grade Stabilization Structures; Erosion of the streambed both upstream and 
downstream of the structure is to be maintained within acceptable limits; 
backfills are to be near planned elevation and differential settlement will 
be witnin acceptable limits. Trash and debris will not be allowed to 
accumulate. Where applicable, fishways will be kept clear of debris and 
bedload materials. 

— Earth Levees; Slopes are to be maintained as designed. Only shallow 
rooted plants are to be allowed. Rodent burrows will be filled. 

— Structural Elements; Maintenance is to be performed to assure that 
footings and cutoffs are not exposed, hydraulic function is maintained, 
wees holes are open, and surfaces are aligned and show no stress. 

Biological Mitigation Plantings : SCVWQ will be responsible for maintenance of 
the plantings during the life of the project. Damaged plants will be replaced 
by SCVWQ to insure the designed density and vitality of the plantings. All 
plantings are compatible with designed channel capacity. Use of pesticides in 
these areas will be restricted since they are generally incompatible with 
wildlife. However, limited use of pesticides will be allowed to control plant 
disease, insect infestation or weeds that threaten the mitigation plantings or 
adjacent croplands. 

" Riparian Woodland: Sponsors will continue to irrigate the plants after the 
initial two-year establishment period as needed from April through October 
until the plants are able to survive and grow without irrigation. Weedy 
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plants will be allowed to become established in the riparian woodland once 
the trees and shrubs can withstand the competition. 

— Scattered Trees and Shrubs: Sponsors will continue to irrigate the plants 
after the initial two-year establishment period as needed from April 
through October to insure the survival of the plantings. 

— Shrubs: The direct seeded shrubs will be allowed to grow, reducing soil 
erosion. The dense cover provided will help control rodent populations, 
such as ground squirrels, by reducing the amount of clearings, which they 
require to facilitate predator detection. Sponsors will continue to 
irrigate the plants once in June, August, and October during the second 
year. 


-- Wetland: Volunteer herbaceous wetland vegetation will be allowed to grow 
in the channel bottoms. Trees that grow in the channel bottom will be 
removed and shrubs will be pruned to retain design flow capacity. 

Steel head Spawning Areas : The Gavilan Water Conservation District will stir 
gravel as a nonproject feature at two locations in Upper Llagas Creek to 
rehabilitate steel head spawning areas. The sites identified are 300 feet 
upstream of Sycamore Avenue and 500 feet downstream of Edmundson Avenue. The 
timing of the action will be coordinated with the California Department of 
Fish and Game. Gavilan Water Conservation District will also dump graveE into 
Llagas CreeK below Chesbro to provide steel head spawning areas. Upper Llagas 
CreeK will be maintained free of obstructions that would inhibit steel head 
passage. The California Department of Fish and Game will introduce steeibead 
into Llagas Creek for three consecutive years to reestaclish the fishery. 

Landscape Plantings : In areas such as in Morgan Hill where land acquired for 
channel installation will be minimal, temporary construction easements may be 
needed for project installation. Maintenance of plants replaced on these 
temporary easements will be the responsihiEity of the landowners or landusers 
through individual agreements. On lands where permanent rights-of-way are 
acquired, SCVWD will be responsible for maintenance of plandings. 
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Impacts of Selected Plan 


F!oodwater & Sediment 

Installation of the recommended plan would reduce floodwater and sediment 
damage to crops, road, ditches, farmland and equipment, farm operations, and 
residential, industrial, and commercial properties. The project would reduce 
average annual flood damages from $917,300 to $83,000 with most of the reduc¬ 
tion stemming from urban areas. 

Aqriculture] Areas : Project installation would reduce toe area flooded from a 
10 percent event by 500 acres and the area flooded by a 1 percent event by 
1,280 acres (Figure 15)♦ Damage reduction to vegetable crops, hay and 
pasture, and orchards would result. Other savings would result from a reduc¬ 
tion in re lave ling, land preparation, replanting, use of herbicides, and the 
replacement of irrigation pipes and sprinklers. 

In the protected areas, sediment deposition associated with flood flows would 
be prevented. Flooding from back waters of the Pajaro River would continue to 
occur along the lowermost 1.5 miles of Llagas Creek. Average annual agricul¬ 
tural damages would be reduced from $77,000 to $53,500. 

Unauthorized recreational use of project rights-of-way could be detrimental to 
agriculture. Damage will occur to crops and fields whenever bikers, horseback 
riders and off-road vehicle users ignore regulations and barriers and tres¬ 
pass. Although this occurs to some degree presently, the increased access 
through maintenance roads will subject farmers to increases in theft, van¬ 
dalism, noise, dust, and loss of privacy. Right-of-way users may be exposed 
to pesticides during application to adjacent agricultural crops. This could 
lead to unsafe conditions for users or a curbing of pesticide application by 
farmers. 

Urban Areas : The project would provide protection from the 1 percent event to 
approximately 149 residential, 271 commercial, 15 industrial, 2 churches and 
4 school buildings, and 115 miscellaneous buildings. Average annual urban 
damages would bo reduced from $840,300 to $24,500. 

Savings of $10,300 would be generated from reduced Federal Emergency Manage¬ 
ment Agency (FEMA) administrative cost resulting from removal of flood hazards 
on those buildings in the floodplain. 

Future benefits of $34,700 will be realized on the increased values of the 
damageable contacts in the residential areas protected hy the project. 

As a result of the project, 946 acres of urban land within the one percent 
event floodolain would be protected. Increased elevation of developments and 
pads for homes, businesses and industries for the areas not yet developed 
would not be required. These savings are estimated to be 365,200 on 474 acres 
involving 2,240 structures. 
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Erosion 


Stream erosion in Llagas Creek and its major tributaries is expected to 
decrease. This is due to flatter streambed scopes, rock lining (riprap) on 
erodible channel banks, installation of permanent concrete grade stabilization 
structures and vegetative plantings* Erosion rates may increase on the 
channel banks of the excavated cnannels during and following construction due 
to water flowing over the channel banks from overland flow. Following estab¬ 
lishment of the vegetation, total erosion would be less than it was before 
project installation. 


Land Use 

Other than the additional 171 acres needed for the project, along with the 
3S acres already in public ownership, no major land use changes are antici- 
pated* Of the 171 acres, 30 acres are in agricultural production and the 
remaining acres are existing channels, urban and miscellaneous* 


Growth inducement 

The work necessary to provide protection to the two urban centers will inci- 
dently reduce the flood hazard in areas immediately downstream. This will not 
induce growth beyond the amounts planned. The county and city land use plans 
define areas to be developed and the rate of growth. Sufficient developable 
area exists outside of the floodplain to satisfy these plans* 

Areas in the floodplain can presently be developed oy following the Flood 
Insurance Administration rules and regulations or by installing measures which 
reduce the floodplain such as flood controi channels. The project will reduce 
the need for floodproofing measures in protected areas* In other areas such 
as those draining in Tennant-Corra1 itos Creeks, East Little Llagas, and Main 
Llagas Creek above Roach 2, the project will provide no additional flood 
protection* Within the protected area, certain designated floodways will no 
longer be in the floodplain and will therefore be open to development. 

Following large storms, certain undeveloped areas within the cities of Gilroy 
and Morgan Hill temporarily pond water because of a lack of adequate drainage 
outlets. This ponding occurs irregularly, is of no value to wildlife or 
ground water recharge, and is a constraint to development. The project will 
provide adequate outlets allowing this land, already committed to urban use, 
to be developed once storm drains are installed. 


Prime Agricultural Land 

Project installation would require 65 acres of prime land and 15 acres of 
agricultural lands of statewide importance to be converted to rights-of-way. 
Part of this acreage will be used for structural works of improvement and part 
for riparian habitat reestablishment. About 1,280 acres of prime farm fends 
will be protected against the one percanc event. Of the 1 T 28G acres, 
410 acres are projected to become urbanized by the year 2020 according to the 
County General Plan. Significant agricultural production will continue to 
occur on these acres until developed. 
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Ground Water 


Continued removal of sediment and debris in the channel system recharge area 
wi 11 enhance percolation of water 1 rvto the ground water system. Confining 
flood waters within the channel will not significantly decrease recharge to 
the ground water basin. Ground water quality will not be affected by project 
installation. 


Surface Water Quality 

The regional water quality control plan identifies various beneficial uses for 
Llagas Creak (7), The project will not introduce pollutants to the creek, and 
will not nave a long-term adverse impact on these beneficial uses. During 
construction t water quality in Llagas Creek may be reduced slightly due to 
increased sedimentation; however, construction will be accomplished during the 
drier months when run-off is minimal. Immediately following construction, 
permanent erosion control plantings will be established as a part of riparian 
habitat reestablishment. Grade control structures installed in the channel 
will $i gn ificantly reduce channel scour and erosion and improve downstream 
water quality. Operation and maintenance will require occasional removal of 
sediment from channel bottoms. 


Biology 

Impacts have been separated into three categories and include wildlife, fish, 
and threatened and endangered species. 

Wildli fe Habitat : Project installation will remove approximately 19,1 acres 
of riparian habitat (Appendix C). The greatest loss will occur in Reach 2. 
Project construction will take place over a period of several years. Some 
revegetation will take place before ail of the removal has occurred. The most 
valuable riparian habitat will be partially preserved by excavating from only 
one bank. Mitigation in Reach 2 will include (1) the establishment of 
24.5 acres of Type III wetlands (USFWS Circular 39 - Shallow, flooded through¬ 
out growing season), (2) planting 8,9 acres of shrubs, (3) planting 5.1 acres 
of trees/shrubs in clusters due to widening of the channel bottom, and 
(4) planting 2.5 acres of mixed riparian trees, shrubs, and Herbaceous vege~ 
tation* Public access to the planted areas may result in damage to the vege¬ 
tation, particularly during the first ten years of growth. 

Fish : Installation of fish 1 adders, plunge pools, and low flow channels will 
allow steel head to continue upstream migration to Chesbro Dam. Nonproject 
features associated with the mitigation plan such as gravel disturbance, 
importation of gravel and snag removal will enhance the steel head spawning 
habitat. 

Threatened and Endangered Species : Project installation will not affect any 
species listed by the Lj. S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the California Depart¬ 
ment of Fish and Game. 
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Recreation 


Project installation will not impact any existing recreational resources. The 
project will create the potential for parks/trails along the upper portion of 
Reach 9 (from its upper end to the point where it enters the Resource Conser¬ 
vation Area as defined in the County General Plan), Reaches 10, 11a, 12, 
and 13 in the Gilroy area; along Reaches 7a, 7b, and 8a in the Morgan Hi i 
area;, and along Reaches 5 and 14 in the rural agricultural areas (Figure 16). 
Park use on Reaches 1, 2, 3, 4, 6a and the lower part of Reach 9 will not be 
permitted until conditions warrant as discussed in another section of this 
report (CONSULTATION AND REVIEW WITH APPROPRIATE AGENCIES AND OTHERS, Santa 
Clara County Park Plan , County Lands). Coordination with Gilroy indicates 
that the City may develop parks/trails on the project rights-of-way according 
to the Santa Clara Valley Water District joint use policy, Morgan Hill indi¬ 
cates that they may develop trails on project rights -of-way, following the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District joint use policy (Appendix E) and acquire 
additional rights-of-way adjacent to the project. 


Cultural 

Project installation will destroy the Gilman Road bridge and the West 
Edmundson and Farrel1 Avenue reinforced concrete box culverts. No other known 
archeological or historical sites will be affected. 


Visual 

The selected removal of existing mature trees and shrubs along the channels 
and enlargement of the channel will cause the greatest visual impact. This 
will cause a loss of aesthetic value ana increase channel visibility. The 
strong geometric form, linear alignment, and contrasting color of the concrete 
channel in Morgan Hill will visually impact the residential landscape as 
viewed from adjacent houses, yards, and pedestrian crossings, 

Trees not in the path of construction will be saved. Selected groupings of 
mature trees within the rights-of“way will be retained to help visually soften 
the linear channel alignment. Trees, shrubs, and vines will be planted along 
channels to mitigate aesthetic values and provide shade and privacy. 

Concrete grade stabilization structure surfaces will be architecturally 
treated and colored to reduce contrast with the surrounding landscape in areas 
of high visual impact. The refuse dumped in existing oxbows will be removed. 
The severe erosion of existing channel side slopes will be stopped. 


Induced Downstream Flooding 

Installation of the works of improvements will not cause significant increases 
of water depths in Soap Lake at the 1 percent flood. The lower frequency 
storms will slightly increase the peak flow into the Pajaro River. Soap Lake, 
a dry lake bed during the summer growing season, has no crops in production 
during the flood periods of November through March, The temporary increases 
in the lake's level will have minimal impact. 
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Energy 


Energy requirements for both fossil fuels and electricity will be reduced by 
project installation over the long term. A savings will accrue on agricul¬ 
tural areas as well as urban areas. In agricultural areas, the reduction in 
remedial operations would reduce energy consumption, reduce the number of 
pesticide reapplications and reduce repairs to irrigation systems. The dollar 
savings in energy costs are reflected in the reduced on-farm operation costs. 
Emergency services associated with flooding in the urban areas would be 
reduced substantially thus reducing the need for fossil fuels as well as 
electricity. The dollar savings associated with this was not included in the 
economic analysis. 


Social 

Life threatening hazards and emotional stress associated with flooding will be 
reduced, or eliminated, for about 2,300 people. Reduced disruption of public 
services (l.e., transportation, utilities, police and fire protection, etc.) 
will further enhance the quality of life for these individuals. 

Ethnic demographics in the flood plain are similar to those of the entire 
watershed. The benefits of this project will be distributed among al": 
residents within the flood plain, regardless of their minority status. 

The project will require that two homes be relocated, causing emotional stress 
for the eight residents involved. At another home, it will be necessary to 
move its carport and storage shed. A house being used as a business place 
will also be affected and have to be relocated. 
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Significant Unavoidable 
Environmental Impacts 

The following adverse effects are those that cannot be substantially miti¬ 
gated. 

-- Eighty acres of agricultural land required for the project will be taken 
out of production. 

The project will remove approximately 19 acres of riparian vegetation 
ranging from riparian woodland to freshwater marsh with commensurate 
impacts on wildlife and aesthetic values until the mitigation plantings 
mature. 

Enlargement of the channels will result in adverse visual impacts parti¬ 
cularly to adjacent residents. 

-- Loss of privacy and disturbance to property owners by trespassers are 
likely to occur as a result of construction of access roads along modified 
channels. 

-- Dust generation, noise, and traffic obstructions will adversely impact 
nearby residents during construction. 

— Gilman Road Bridge* which is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places, will he demolished. 

Short-term vs. Long-term 
Use of Resources 

The proposed project is compatible with the projected future long-term uses of 
the land, water, and other natural resources. This plan complies with Execu¬ 
tive Orders 11988 and 11900, Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands, 
respectively. Surface drainage will he improved in previously inundated 
areas, thus preventing urban damages and allowing greater agricultural pro¬ 
duction and urban development. Riparian habitat and visual quality altered 
over a multi-.year period of construction will result in a short-term loss of 
riparian habitat, but the planting program will ultimately replace and 
possibly enhance lost habitat and visual quality. A gradual improvement of 
steel head migration routes along with stocking of young steel head should 
result in a long-term improvement of the steel head fishery, 

Irreversible & Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources 

Implementation of the project requires a commitment of 873 acres to rights- 
of-way, 1G2 acres of which are in public ownership. Of this amount, about 
30 acres are currently used for agriculture. An estimated two houses will 
require re1ocatio n. 
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A bridge of substantial local historical significance will be lost. Two box 
culverts of lesser local historical interest will also be lost. 

finally, construction, operation, and maintenance of the flood control facili¬ 
ties will require irretrievable commitments of energy, material, and finances. 






Consultation & Review with 
Appropriate Agencies & Others 


This section describes only the consultation and review which has occurred 
since the decision was made in March 1980 to restudy the project. 


Restudy 

As part of new investigations, a study focusing on the public participation 
process was completed by RESOLVE, a Center for Environmental Conflict 
Resolution, Recommendations were made on means to resolve the conflicts, 
effectively obtain the views of the public, and provide information to those 
interested. Recommendations were: 

1. Provide information on an ongoing basis 

2. Actively communicate detailed information at selected times 

3. Meet with individual groups 

4. Hold public workshops 

5. Hold regular informal meetings for the sponsoring agencies 

In response to the concerns raised, a restudy of the watershed flood control 
plan based on these recommendations was started in 1980. As part of this pro¬ 
cess, many informal meetings were held with project proponents and opponents. 
These meetings were used to communicate information, coordinate roles, and 
resolve conflicts. Meetings were held regularly with the Citizens to Preserve 
Llagas/Chesbro and the LI ages Creek Ad Hoc Committee, from December 1979 
through the present, involving 28 meetings to date. 

To provide information to the concerned public, data was compiled and mailed 
to about 580 residences and agencies. As information developed, technical 
papers on nine issues were written and made available to the public, They 
were: 

1. Future Without Project Land Use Conditions 

2. Results of the Economic Analysis of Present Damages 

3. Review Summary of Multipurpose Operation of Chesbro Reservoir 

4. Future Without Project Runoff Conditions 

5. Llagas Creek Watershed Project Alternatives Evaluated During Restudy 

6. Use of Herbicide to Control Weeds Along Flood Control Channels in Connec¬ 
tion with Llagas Creek Watershed Project 

7. Economics of Importing Water to South County Versus Recharging Local 
Floodwater 

8. Liagas Creek Parkchain Issue 

9. Flooding Impacts on Soap Lake end Pejaro River Resulting From the Llagas 
Creek Watershed Project 

To obtain oublic reaction and provide information to floodplain residents, two 
public workshops were held by the Sponsors and SCS and facilitated by a public 
participation consulting firm, CRT Associates, The first workshop was an 
all-day session held on Saturday, May 2, 1981, at the Browne i' School in 
Gilroy. The workshop was attended by SO people. At the meeting, the planned 
project described in this report was presented. Specific issues discussed 
were: 





Urbanization, land usa, lave! of protection 
Ratting Chesbro Dam 
-- Cost 

Economic justification 

— Effects on riparian vegetation, fish and wildlife 
Groundwater recharge 

■“ Flood flows 

— Parks chain 

-- Maintenance of channels and use of herbicides 


Publicizing of the workshop was as follows: 

-- Mailing of brochure on project data to 580 residences and agencies 
-- Mailing of flyer announcing workshop to 1,830 people 

— Phono call 5 to 200 people by CKT Associates 

— Newspaper articles in the G i 1 ro.y Qi spatch , San Jose Mercury , and 
Morgan Hill Times 


Proceedings of the workshop were recorded and summarized in a report by a 
consulting firm, Harbinger Communications, and indicated general approval by 
the majority of the people attending the workshop. The report of the results 
of the workshops was mailed to 580 people or agencies. 

A second workshop was held on Thursday, June 4, 1981, at the South Valley 
Junior High School, Gilroy. At this meeting, attended by about 50 people, 
specific design information on the proposed project was presented. Also, 
Questions raised at the May 2, 1981, meeting were discussed. 

Specific issues addressed were: 

— Environmental concerns - vegetation and landscaping 
-- Operation and maintenance, use of herbicides 

— Morgan Hill design features 

— Park chain 

-- Bridge design 

— Remaining areas still subject to flooding 


Publicizing of the workshop involved mailing announcements to 580 residences 
and agencies, calling 240 interested people, and publishing newspaper articles 
in Gilroy, Morgan Hill, and San Jose. A summary of results and concerns 
presented at the workshop was prepared by CKT Associates and Harbinger Commu¬ 
nications and mailed to 500 people. 

A concern remaining after the second workshop, was the flooding still occur¬ 
ring in the areas where structural works had been deleted. Five landowners 
indicated interest in floodproofing buildings. Subsequent to the workshop, an 
information packet including an interest response sheet was mailed to 
127 residents. Seven individuals indicated interest, while eight were not 
interested. Ten packets were returned nondeliverable while 102 people did not 
respond. Of the interested parties, only two would qualify for assistance. 







Coordination with Other Plans & Agencies 


M organ Hill Downtown Design Plan : The project requires a concrete channel 

through downtown Morgan Hill due to the restricted right-of-way. The Morgan 
Hill Public Works Department and SCS determined that the flood prevention plan 
and the Downtown Design Plan could be made compatible. To do this, the pro¬ 
posed concrete channel must be covered from Main Street to Dunne Avenue. This 
cover can then he used for pedestrians and bicycles. The additional coat for 
covering the channel to support pedestrian traffic would have to be borne by 
the city of Morgan Hill. An agreement for costs to each party will be devel¬ 
oped at the time of design. Similar coordination will be performed with Santa 
Clara County on the widening of Santa Teresa Expressway from Main Street to 
Wright Avenue. 

Santa Clara County Park Plan : The present County General Plan has designated 
LI ages Creek as a potential future multipurpose streams!de park and trail 
\ system from Cheshro Reservoir to the Pajaro River. During planning, contacts 

were made with various groups interested in this question. Some were inter¬ 
ested in implementing the trail in conjunction with the flood control project. 
They saw the public ownership of rights-of-way as an opportunity to incor¬ 
porate trails which would otherwise be indefinitely delayed. Others were 
opposed to the trail system, especially in rural areas where public use would 
conflict with farming on adjacent properties. Contacts included the staffs of 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill, Santa Clara County Planning Department, Santa Clara 
County Parks and Recreation Department, Citizens to Preserve Llagas/Chesbro, 
San Martin Horsemen's Association and the Llagas Creek Ad Hoc Committee. 

Based on the information gathered at these meetings and the alternative 
selected for flood control, the sponsors believe that using the project as a 
means of establishing a park chain on all reaches of Llagas Creek is not 
feasible. However, as explained in the following sections, this plan is 
compatible with the recreation element of the County General Plan in certain 
areas where channel rights-of-way are available. 

— Gilroy: A trail/park chain is passible in the urban area. Gilroy is 
interested in eventual joint use of channels for pedestrian and bicycle use 
along the West Branch of Llagas Creek from Day Road to Highway 1G1 in¬ 
cluding most of Lions Creek and all of Morey Creek. This trail system can 
be established using the maintenance road available along one side of the 
project. If and when this development occurs, it would be implemented 
under the joint use policy of the SCVWD. The cost end responsibilities of 
the trail system would be borne by the city of Gilroy. 

— Morgan Hill: The City desires to have a future trail system along West 
Little Llagas Creek from Main Street to the junction with Llagas Creek. 
Rights-of-way as required by the selected plan may be inadequate to allow 
trail usa along tho top of the bank since the maintenance road will be 
located near the bottom of the channel. 

No additional rights-of-way will be purchased for a trail adjacent to the 
creek bank as part of the watershed project. However, the SCVWD will show 
on their land rights map an area that may be acquired by Morgan Hill to 
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accomodate an adequate trail. In those areas where the rights-of-way have 
already been purchased for the project, the SCVWQ will make an effort to 

accommodate joint use of these areas to allow the City to develop a con¬ 

tinuous trail. If the City acquires additional land adjacent to the 
proposed project, the 5CVWD would like joint use made of the area to 
operate maintenance equipment over a portion or" it. 

On the portion of the project from Dunne Avenue to Main Street f the city of 
Morgan HiM will have to install a cover over the concrete channel in order 
to provide pert of the trail system. 

— County Lands: This includes the areas east of the South Valley Free- 

way (101) and the San Martin and main valley areas (Reaches 1, Z, 3, 4, 5, 
oa, 3, and 14). The sponsors and County Parks and Recreation Department 
generally agree that park trails could he Installed on project rights-of- 
way when conditions warranted that use. 

Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District and GaviTan Water Conservation 
District have passed resolutions stating that future park trails should not 
be installed in an unincorporated area until it urbanizes to the point 

where ooth community need and adequate protection of property can be demon¬ 
strated. Santa Clara Valley Water District has passed a resolution that 
would allow park traiIs in areas other than those designated as Resource 
Conservation Areas in the County General Plan. 

This policy would exclude Reaches 1, 2, 3, 4, and the lower part of Reach 9 
from joint use as a park trail until the land use designation changes. 
Sights-of-way in Reach 4 will be obtained in the form of easements. Even 
if the land use designation does change, additional land rights would be 
required before recreational use would be permitted. Reaches 5, upper part 
of 3, and 14 are eligible for trails when the conditions of the SCVWD joint 
use policy (Appendix E) are met. The essence of this policy is that others 
(in this case those responsible for the trail system) must (1) accept 
liability for the public use, (2) not obstruct flood control function, 
(3) adequately control and maintain use of facilities and trails, (4) go 
through an approval process which includes securing the comments ana 
opinions of the adjacent property owners and of the affected community by 
public hearings; and (5) mitigate adverse impacts. Reach 6a, os Reach 4 
will require additional land rignt acquisition before such use would be 
permitted. 

California Department of Fish and Game and LLS. Fish and Wildlife Service : 

The sponsors and SCS worked closely with Department biologists during the 
environmental assessment and the development of rhe wi1dlife/fisharies miti¬ 
gation plan. Goth agencies reviewed and concurred with the mitigation plan. 

A list of threatened and endangered species was received from the IJ.5. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, The California Department of rish and Game's list of 
Designated Rare and Endangered Plants (1973) was also reviewed for additional 
state listed species. Several candidate plant species are known to exist in 
the county. A biological assessment was conducted to determine if any endan¬ 
gered or threatened species would be impacted. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
.Service concurred with the conclusion that the project will not have any 
impact upon endangered, threatened or candidate species. 
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Archaeology : Several archeologists were consulted and prepared reports 
regarding cultural resources in different parts of the watershed (1, 3, 4, 5). 
Winter (4) and Cartier (5) made recommendations concerning eligibility for the 
National Register of Historic Places t and their reports were submitted to the 
State Historic Preservation Officer. The sites investigated by Winter around 
Chesbro Reservoir will not be affected by the project. Except for the Gilman 
Road Bridge, the sites described by Cartier will also not be disturbed. The 
Keeper of the National Register was contacted regarding the bridge> and it was 
determined eligible. Consultation on ways to negate or mitigate any adverse 
effect on it is continuing. Copies of Cartier's report are also being 
furnished to the regional office of the California Archaeological Site Survey, 
the National Park Service, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

C ores of Engineers : It is possible that material excavated from the Llagas 
Creek cnannels can be usea on the Corps of Engineer's project on Uvas Creek. 
The material will be used for construction of levees. 


Distribution List of E3S/E1R 

The EIS has been distributed to the following agencies and groups for comment. 


FederaI 


Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 
^Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Mines 
^Bureau of Reclamation 
*Coast Guard 
*Corps of Engineers 
Department of Commerce 

Department, of Health and Human Services 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Department of the Interior 
Economic Development Administration 
^Environmental Protection Agency 
Farmers Home Administration 
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
^Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Federal Highway Admini strati on 
*Fish and Wildlife Service 
^Forest Service 
Geological Survey 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Park Service 
National Weather Service 
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State 


Air Resources Board 

California Advisory Committee of Western States Water Planning 
California Archaeology Site Survey 
Centra’s Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Department of Boating and Waterways 
Department of Conservation 
Department of Fish and Game 
^Department of Food and Agriculture 
Department of Forestry 
*Department of Health Services 
Department of Housing and Community Development 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Water Resources 

Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Office of Planning Research 
Seelamation Board 
^Resources Agency 
Water Resources Control Board 
Wildlife Conservation Board 


Local Governments 


^Association of Bey Area Governments 
■^Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
*City of Gi1roy 
*City of Morgan Hill 
Gavi'-an water Conservation District 
Gilroy Chamber of Commerce 
Gilroy Planning Commission 
Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District 
Morgan Hill Chamber of Commerce 
Morgan Hi 1T Planning Commission 
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Clara County Fish and Game Commission 
Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department 
Santa Clara County Planning Department 
*Santa Clara Valley Water District 


Private Groups 


^California Cattleman's Association 
California Committee of Two Million 
California Farm Bureau 
^California Fly Fisherman Unlimited 
California Forest Protective Association 
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Private Groups - Continued 


California Historical Society 
California Native Plant Society 
California Natural Areas Coordinating Council 
California Natural Resources Federation 
California Roadside Council, Inc, 

California State Grange 
California Tomorrow 
California Trout 
California Wildlife Federation 
'^Citizens to Preserve Llagas/Chesbro 
Committee for Green Foothills 
Friends of the Earth 
Humane Society 
Izaak Walton League 
National Audubon Society 
National Wildlife Federation 
San Martin Homeowner's Association 
San Martin Horseman E s Association 
Santa Clara County Farm Bureau 
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 
*Sierra Club 
The Nature Conservancy 
United New Conservationists 


A These agencies and groups contributed 
comments on the draft EIR/EI5, 
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Summary of Comments & Responses 


The fallowing is a summary of the written comments received on the draft 
EIS/EIR anti the responses prepared. The letters from which the comments were 
extracted are in Appendix 13. 

A public hearing was held on February 13, 1382, to solicit oral comments 
concerning the draft EIS/EIR. No new additional comments were received at 
this meeting. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Comment: We have determined that your DES appears adequate concerning our 

area of interest> and we nave no further comments, 

Response: Noted* 


Sursau of Reclamation 

Comments: We have no comments to offer regarding the project. 

Response: Noted. 

Department of the Army, CQE 

Comment: The proposed construction project will require Department of the 

Army Authorization under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 

Response: The necessary 404 permit will be requested prior to initiation 
of construction. 


Envinonme n ta1 Protection Agency 


Comment: The second paragraph on page 61 of the revised DEIS/ElR should 

clarify the issue of ponding in certain undeveloped areas within 
the scope of the proposed project. The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (FtlS/EIJO should 
state whether the areas of concern are wetlands and whether the 
pondiny of stormwater is significant in terms of flood control, 
groundwater recharge, or wildlife use. The FEI5/EIK should also 
indicate if these areas are subject to public review and permit- 
ting based on the regulatory program of the Corps of Engineers 
or otner federal or state agencies. 


Response: The ponding referred to happens on an irregular basis and is not 
an annual event. This trapment of local runoff follows large 
storms and usually disappears within a few days. The areas are 
not considered wetlands, by definition of the USrWS Circular 39. 
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“his ponding occurs in urban areas and is considered a 
constraint to further development. There are no wildlife or 
groundwater recharge values associated with these ponding areas. 
The floodwater detention capacity is small and does not have a 



significant impact on reducing flooding. An additional sentence 
was added to the FEIS/EIR., under the -Growth Inducement section, 
to help clarify the nature of this ponding. Since these areas 
are not considered to he wetlands t their modification does not 
require a Section 404 Permit, However, a Section 404 Permit 
will be obtained by the sponsors because of other project modi¬ 
fications to Llagas Creek. 

Comment: 

The selected alternative appears to satisfy the requirements of 
federal guide!ines developed pursuant to Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (40 CFR 230), However, a definitive evaluation 
cannot be made until dredge spoil disposal sites are specified 
in an application for federal authorization under Section 4G4. 
ERA will provide its recommendation to the Corps of Engineers 
after the Corps has received a Section 4Q4 permit application. 

Response: 

Noted. 


National Narine Fisheries Service 


Comment: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service nes reviewed the draft 
EIS/EIR for the Llagas Creek Watershed Project and supports the 
selected plan {Alternative F), with the proposed mitigation 
plan. 

Response: 

Noted. 


U. S, Coast Guard 


Comment: 

Pages 25 and 66: The Gilman Road Bridge (No. 37C^537), which 
will be replaced by the proposed project (Alternative F), has 
recently been determined eligible for the .National Register of 
Historic Places. 

Response: 

Noted. We have received the eligibility determination from the 
Keeper of the National Register, The SCS will assist the 
responsible agencies in meeting the requirements of Section tub 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, Pages 26, 27 t and 53 
have been revised to reflect this. 

Comment: 

The Gilman Road Bridge is alos eligible for Highway Bridge 
Replacement and Rehabilitation funding. If the bridge will be 
replaced under this program, project clearance under $ec~ 
tion 4(f) will need to be obtained from the Federal Highway 
Administrati on. 

Response: 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act concerns 
work done under programs of the Federal Highway Administration. 
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If the bridge is replaced under this program* the County 
T ransportation Agency wi 1 T be responsib1e for obtaining the 
clearance* SCS and the SCVWt) will assist the Transportation 
Agency by furnishing available information* Page 53 has been 
revised to reflect this. 

Comment: 

We have reviewed the list of bridge/culvert replacements 
(Table 11 * page 52) for funding eligibility under the HBRR 
program and find that no other bridges can he expected to 
qualify in the near future* 

Response: 

Noted. 

Comment: 

In addition, we oppose a reduction in roadway width at bridge 
approaches, as is proposed for Bloomfield Avenue (Reach l, 
Station 50+40), for reasons of traffic safety. Sea Table 11, 
page 52* The environmental statement needs to indicate whether 
or not the proposed roadway width at each bridge/culvert 
approach meets AASHTO Standards* These standards are based on 
the projected average daily traffic for a minimum 20-year design 
life. Substandard roadway approach end bridge widths are not 
acceptable to FHWA. 

Response: 

Bloomfield Road is presently 30-feet wide* The 6G-foot width 
shown on Table 11, page 52, is right-of-way, The replacement of 
the 30-feet width is al tr'fbutabl e to flood prevention. If local 
agencies determine that additional width is required* they will 
construct it. Final roadway widths will be determined at time 
of final design, but will not be less than the existing road 
widths* The roadway widths at each bridge/culvert, approach will 
be designed to Santa Clara County Transportation Agency 
Standards. 

Comment: 

The EIS should state that the bridge/cul vert design will be 
based upon detailed engineering and environmental studies and 
will comply with Executive Order 119SS* Floodplain Management, 
and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands* 

Response: 

A statement has been added to the EIS (under Short-Term Versus 
Long-Term Use of Resources) stating that the plan complies with 
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, The replacement of the 
bridges is a local responsibility and the soonsors will conduct 
a detailed environmental analysis during bridge design. This 
analysis will satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act. 


U. S* Fish Wildlife Service 


Comment: 

The continuous coordination between your staff and the 
Sacramento Office of Ecological Service has resolved all issues 
of concern to the Fish and Wildlife Service* I cel i eve the 
selected alternative provides an excellent opportunity to im¬ 
prove conditions for fish end wildlife resources in the project 
area. 
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Noted,, 


Responds: 

Noted, 

Comment: 

As time and funds perm ft, the Service would be interested in 
cooperating with the Cavil an Water Conservation District and the 
California Department of Fish and Game in monitoring the effects 
of the project on fish and wildlife resources. 

Response: 

Noted, An invitation will be extended to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to participate in the monitoring efforts. 


13,5. Forest Service (Land Management Planning ) 


Comment: 

National l-orest System lands and resources are not involved, and 
we therefore have no comment. 

Response: 

Noted. 


LL5, Forest Service (FAC Member ) 


Comment: 

The discussion of the effects of flooding on page 11 under 
Discussion of Agricultural Carnage could be clarified by pro- 
viding a tittle additional information. For example: Listing 
some of the weed species, and explaining the relationship of the 
water borne spores of the root rot Phytoprrthora that attacks 
truck crops. 

Response: 

The discussion concerning agricultural damages has been 
broadened to include the enhancement of root rot by flooding. 
The species of weeds were not enumerated because practically all 
species are considered weedy pests in cropland. 

Comment: 

Ors pages 56 and 37, the relationship between the rodent popu¬ 
lation and type of cover must be understood by the reader before 
the statements are clear. Some additional explanation about 
plant cover and rodent predators would be helpful. 

Response: 

The statement has been clarified to point out that ground 
squirrels prefer open vegetation over dense shrubs in order to 
more easily detect predators. 

Comment: 

Suggest commenting on the relationship of water quality and 
project design relative to the existing sewage pond shown in 
Reach 2 and r igure OI. 

Response: 

The sewage ponds along Reach 2 are presently in use. The water 
quality in Llagas Greek was recently impacted when the levee 
broke during the January 19S2 storm and sewage pond water 
entered the creek. The incident of this securing will be 

reduced once the channel is enlarged and the levees improved. 
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.STATE AGENCIES 


California Department of hood and Agriculture (DFA J 

Comment; In general, DFA supports the Llagas Creek Watershed and, in 
particular, Alternative F. The proposed project is consistent 
with future long-term uses of land, water, and other natural 



resources or the area. 

Response: 

Noted* 

Comment; 

One-hundred sixty-six miles of channels will be modified for 
increased capacity.,,. 

Response: 

Only 16.6 miles of channel will be excavated or modified by the 
proposed project. 


California Department of Health Services 


Comment: 

Proposed mitigation in Reach 2 calls for the creation of 
£4.5 acres of Type III wetlands. This type of wetland will 
almost certainly become a substantial mosquito source if the 
characteristic shallow water and dense vegetation are main¬ 
tained* The project plan has neither provision for water 
management nor a description of structural features to manage 
the water depth behind the grade stabilization structures and 
fish ladders. 

Response: 

The wetland vegetation described in Reach £ will be maintained 
by ground water. It is not predicted that free standing water 
will be a problem in this area* The grade stabilization struc¬ 
tures are not designed to create shallow ponded areas. The low 
flow channel will minimize ponding in Reach 1 and should reduce 
mosquitoes by providing habitat for mosquito predators* 


California Regional Water Quality Co nt rol Board 


Comment: 

It is assumed infiltration ponds mentioned on page 53 are the 
City of Gilroy's industrial wastewater disposal ponds. If that 
is the case,, the report should mention the area of ponds which 
will be displaced by the project and 'locacion(s) where replace¬ 
ment ponds will be located. The City will need to contact this 
agency at least four months prior to relocating the ponds. 

Response: 

The infiltration ponds are primarily for industrial wastewater 
disposal with some capacity for municipal use as well* The 
percolation capability lost will be mitigated. The area 

required vri 11 depend on the characteristics of the selacted 
site* Presently, two sites aro under investigation to establish 
additional ponds* The necessary permits will be requested prom 
the Water Quality Control Board once the final design is com- 
pleted. 
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Comment: As additional mitigation measures* we recommend construction 

occur in the dry season under low How, or no flow conditions. 
Equipment and fill soils should he excluded from all flowing 
water. 

Response: An additional statement has been sdaed to the mitigation section 
of the report which restricts channel construction to periods of 
low flow, or no flow. This practice is consistent with SCS 
standards and specifications for construction activities. 


Resources Agency of California 

Comment: Under an agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District, 

CALTRANS has excavated the Llagas Creek Channels. Despite 
statements in the draft EIS, CALTRANS does not acknowledge 
responsibility for arty damages caused by induced flooding or 
otherwise resulting from such work. 

Response: CALTRANS was not responsible for any induced flooding damages 
caused by their excavations. A May 27, 1969 agreement between 
Santa Clara County Flood Control and Water District and the 
California State Transportation Agency exempted the State from 
any damage or liability occurring from the mutually advantageous 
project. The construction work done in 1971 is referred to as 
CALTRANS's work because it is locally referred to as such. 


Comment: the draft EIS is adequate for CALTRANS's use in its responsible 

agency role in replacing the bridge over Llagas Creek on State 
Route 152. 


Response: Noted. 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Association of Day Area Governments 

Comment: Association of Say Area Governments Executive Board has not 

taken a position on this document or on the proposed project. 
The staff is in favor of the preferred alternative as providing 
the best flood protection for the money spent. 

Response; Noted, 


Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 

Comment: The EI5/EIR basically describes the imcacts of the proposed 

project, but there is also a need to identify all the effects of 
that part of the project which have already been completed. The 
excavation by CALTRANS in 1972 to widen the channel may have 
impacts on migration of fisn in Llagas Greek, and along with the 
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Response: 


Comment: 


two drought years, should be considered a factor in the tempo* 
rary la as of fish. At so, it should be noted that even with 
installation of low-flow channels and fishways as mitigating 
measures, loss of fish may still occur from poaching at fish* 
ways. To help mitigate this impact. Dr. Jerry Smith suggests 
that spawning conditions be improved, for those fish that do 
make it through the channel by stirring gravels or gravel place* 
merit, and that this be included as a project cost. Also with 
respect, to project costs , replanting riparian vegetation on cot 
s lopes is desirable, but restoration of the steel head population 
should be considered a project cost*share expense as well. 
Stocking the creek with appropriate fish to restore the steel- 
head run should be paid for as part of the project rather than 
as new planned by QFG and the Gavilan Water District, 

The Sponsors, California Department of fish and Game (CDF&G), 
and Dr. Jerry Smith of San Jose State University met early in 
the restudy, and (1) identified impacts upon fish and wildlife 
from previous CALTRANS excavations, and (2) projected impacts 
upon fish and wildlife from proposed work. We feel that past 
project impacts to the fisheries will be adequately mitigated by 
the installation of low flow channels, fish ladders, and ripar¬ 
ian vegetation; cleared by the FNSI (Appendix A). The drastic 
reduction of the steel head run in Llagas Creek Is primarily the 
result of the drought coupled with the degradation of spawning 
habitat, caused by the construction of Chesbro Dam. 

Future project impacts on the fisheries will be mitigated with 
additional fish ladders at erosion control structures, low flow 
channels, and riparian vegetation included in this FIS/^IR. The 
planned enhancement to spawning habitat such as gravel stirring, 
log removal, clearing of gravel beds, and stocking of steel head 
is not mitigation for the impacts of this project. The need for 
this work was recognised by the sponsors and therefore a Cooper¬ 
ative Agreement between Gavilan Water Conservation District and 
the CDF&G was reached (Appendix C). Since this work is not 
mitigation for the effects of PL-565 work, the cost must be 
handled by monies outside of project funds. 

The mitigating measures outlined in the draft statement re¬ 
garding the steel head and its habitat are good and snould be a 
hign priority. Installation of the low-flow channels and fish¬ 
ways is important but these must be maintained; failure of any 
of the fishways could result in the elimination of an entire 
year class, and thus jeopardize the run. The Cooperative Agree* 
merit between the Gavilan Water Conservation District and the 
Department of Fish and Game should include specific provisions 
for the fishways and channels to be checked each fall and after 
or during storms which have the potential to result in clogged 
or damaged fishways or the low-flow channels (and indicate 
responsibility). This is very critical in determining the 
effectiveness of the mitgating measures (fishway and low-flow 
channel installations). 
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Stocking Llagas Creek to re-establ ish the steal head trout run 
should be done with a southern strain (such as from Carmel River 
or Uvas Creek), Using southern strains that are adapted to 
early downstream migration will help to ensure the success of 
restocking efforts. 

In conclusion the project and proposed mitigating measures will 
help to Improve the steel head fishery resource but it is criti¬ 
cal that the low-flow channel and fishways be regularly checked 
and maintained to continue providing optimal habitat for the 
steel head in the future. 

Response: The local sponsors will maintain alt installed project features. 

Their normal maintenance program includes periodic inspection of 
the channels, SCS makes an annual inspection during the first 
couple of years to insure that the operation and maintenance of 
the project features meet SCS specifications. The inspection 
team will include an SCS biologist and a representative from 
CDf&G. A representative from the Association of Monterey 3ay 
Area Governments would be welcome to accompany the inspection 
team. During this inspection, recommendations will be developed 
to insure that the low-flow channels, fish ladders, and vegeta¬ 
tive plantings are effective and proparly maintained. 


City of GiTroy 

Comment: The west branch of Llagas, running through the community of 

Gilroy, has been identified in our general plan as open space 
and as a possible part of the future hiking and bicycle trail 
system. This in no way represents a commitment on the City's 
part to develop or maintain such recreational use. This repre¬ 
sents only a concern, at this time, that the project not pro¬ 
gress in such a way that it would eliminate this possible future 
use. 

Response: Recreational use of the west branch of Llagas Creek is com¬ 

patible with the biological mitigation plantings. The plantings 
will be restricted to one side of the channel. The opposite 

side can be developed as a park-trail. The plantings will 
screen out the South Valley Freeway and thus enhance recrea¬ 
tional opportunities. 

Comment: Future recreation use of trails along the west branch will 

probably be the single most important reason for continued care 
and maintenance of plantings. Public demand will probably be 
necessary to justify necessary maintenance cost when vegetation 
is vandalized, fire damaged or dies. If not maintained, we fear 
mature vegetation will be viewed as a hazard and security 
problem, when adjacent to housing and other urban development. 
This would result in its removal. 

Solid vegetated planting in the Biological Mitigation Plan 
witnout easy vehicle maintenance access will preclude its future 
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Response: 


Comment: 


Response; 


Comment; 


Response: 


Comment: 


Response: 


recreation use. This could ultimately lead to the abandonment 
and distruct!on of such planting efforts. Urban conflicts 
should be viewed as a serious future threat, to such mitigation 
planting and should be planned for. A solid vegetative planting 
area fronting urban development without maintenance access will 
lack recreation use value to the community, it is this type of 
situation, we believe, which would lead to the future loss of 
the planned biological mitigation efforts. 

The local sponsors will be responsible for the maintenance of 
the plantings to Insure their survival. The plantings in Gilroy 
will be placed between the South Valley Freeway and the channel. 
They will be on the opposite side from the present urban area 
and therefore not present a hazard or security problem. From 
where the channel turns west from the Freeway and then inter¬ 
sects Monterey Road is presently not developed. Should this 
area be developed in the future, a road could be planned between 
the vegetative plantings and the development. This road could 
act as a fire break, provide maintenance access to the channel, 
and serve the needs of the focal development. 

The fact that we suffered substantially more than any other area 
in the project should support the high cost benefit ratio 
granted Gilroy for the project, and our request that work in 
Reaches 10, 11a, 12, and 13 be given a high priority for the 
first years of construction. 

Construction will begin downstream and proceed upstream in order 
to handle increased flows generated by flood control work. 
Initial work will include Reaches 2 and 3. Federal funding will 
be a major factor in how fast the planned work cars be completed. 
The acquisition of landrights and the construction of read 
crossings is another important factor. Priorities could change 
should landrights not have been acquired or road crossings not 
modified prior or commensurate with the channel installation 
schedule. 

In Table 11, the ownership on Reach 9 at Station 147+00 should 
be changed from County to City. 

The change has been incorporated into Table 11, Because of this 
change, and the work in process to widen the ? ’oad, a bridge 
57 feet wide will be included. 

The inclusion of bridges at Station 177-i-OQ (Church Street) and 
Station I7E+00 (Carlyle Avenue) along Reach 10 were overlooked 
In the preparation of your report. With the construct! on of an 
adequate bridge for Church Street (53 feet wide between curbs), 
the Carlyle Bridge will be unnecessary. 

A 65-foot wide bridge at Church Street has been included in the 
EIS/EIR, “he Carlyle Bridge is not needed. 




Comment: The Riparian Habitats located along the West Little Llagas Creek 



in Downtown Morgan Hill is an integral part of the C'ity J $ 
specific design plan for the area* As proper mitigation, the 
plan should, where possible, preserve significant vegetation 
along the creek alignment with particular empahsis given toward 
the preservation of large specimen trees. 

Response: 

Trees along West Little Llagas will be preserved whereever 
possible. Any impacts to the vegetation or visual attributes of 
the channel will be mitigated by planting native trees, shrubs 
and vines. 

Comment: 

Vegetation which must be removed due to channel work should be 
replaced with native riparian plant species. 

Response: 

The riparian mitigation plantings planned for the project are 
composed of native trees and shrubs. Erosion control plantings 
will include both native and non™native species of annuals. The 
use of non-natives is necessary oecause of the lack of avail¬ 
ability of adequate natives for use in erosion control* 


PRIVATE GROUPS 

California Cattlemen's Association 


Comment: 

['hey (Santa Clara County Cattlemen 1 a Association) felt the 
proposed project would not have any affect upon the livestock 
industry, but that it. could have prevented some flood damage to 
urban areas had the project been compteted prior to the early 
January storms* 

Response: 

Noted. 


Citizens to Preserve Liagas/Chesbro 


Comment: 

Cn page 11 under Urban Damage, the phrase "especially those with 
slab-floor construction" seems to be out of place. Certainly 
the type of floor does not affect flooding* 

Response: 

with slab-floor construction are more succeptjble to 
flooding because they do not have the advantage of an adaitional 
foot or two of elevation off the ground. 

Comment: 

On page 12 in the paragraph beginning IE In commercial areas' 1 the 
word IE wouId" should be inserted directly following 278. 

Response: 

Noted and corrected. 

Comment: 

On page 47 under Reach 2 , replace (word) "excavationed. 11 


Response: Noted and corrected 





Comment: 

On page 47 under Reach 4, have we saved the eucalyptus? 

Response: 

One-sided construction will be used in Reach 4. This will allow 
many of the existing trees to be preserved. Any vegetation 
growing in the channel bottom will be removed. 

Comment: 

On page 53, debris is misspelled. 

Response: 

Noted and corrected, 

Comment: 

CPL/C sincerely hopes that the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
will pass the more restrictive, proposed policy regarding Joint 
Use of the Llagas Creek land areas. 

Response: 

The Joint Use Policy Resolution has been passed hy the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District, 


Federation of Fly Fishermen 


Comment: 

The purpose of this project is to reduce flood damages to agri^ 
cultural and urban areas caused by the approximately IQ.9 miles 
of channel excavated by CALTRANS in 1971/72 to provide fill for 
the South Valley Freeway, 

Response: 

A portion of the project was formulated to mitigate damages from 
previous excavations. The majority of the proposed channel 
modifications will reduce flood damages that are independent of 
the CALTRANS excavations. 

Ccmment: 

l am greatly pleased to read of provisions for a Tow channel for 
steel head migration to thus rehabilitate this important local 
anadromous fishery. Also equally pleased, both as to aesthetic 
considerations as well as preservation of wildlife habitat, by 
the plans for restoration of the riparian resources with vege¬ 
tative plantings. 

Response: 

Noted. 


Sierra Club 


Comment: 

Though the ElR does address the various environmental impact of 
this project, it do os not address the cumulative impacts. Each 
project evaluated independently often appears to have minimal 
impact* but all development projects taken in total have a 
generally more severe impact cm the environment. The EIR, for 
example, implies that the loss of wildlife habitat (and there¬ 
fore wildlife) can he minimized by careful planning. It does 
not, however, reference the total acreage loss of wildlife 
habitat in the County as a result of urban development. 

Response: 

The EIS indicates that the project will not induce growth beyond 
the amounts already planned for in the city and county general 
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plans. Since these agricultural lands with their associated 
wildlife values are already scheduled for development, the loss 
of habitat is not an impact resulting from this project- The 
total acreage of wildlife habitat lost to urban development 
within the County is not an issue related to this project. This 
EI5 reflects mitigation needs resulting from the construction of 
this project. 


Society for California Archaeology 

Comment; Under item number 6, the mention of !J a plan for avoiding or 
mitigating adverse effects on cultural values resulting from the 
removal of the Gilman Road Bridge is being developed by 5€A and 
SCVWD in consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer 33 is made. No alternatives to removal of the hridge were 
given, such as constructing a second bridge adjacent to the 1911 
structure to handle the additional traffic, or realignment of 
the road to a new bridge, leaving the old bridge intact. Were 
any other plans considered in regards to simply removing the 
bridge? 

Response: The project envisions removal of the bridge because there is not 
adequate water-carrying capacity under it, not because of its 
traffic-carrying limitations. The only alternative would be to 
add a second bridge or several box culverts at the west end of 
the existing bridge, to carry the excess flow. However, the 
bridge is also slated for eventual removal because of its 
structural and geometric inadequacies. For this reason, the 
sponsors are attempting to coordinate their plans with the 
County Transportation Agency so that all the work at the site 
can be done at one time. Realigning the road to a new bridge 
would require additional land, and would still require addi¬ 
tional flow-carrying capacity to be provided at the existing 
bridge. 

Note that pages 26, 21, and 53 have been revised to reflect 
recent developments. 

Comment: Item 3 acknowledges that cultural resources may be "discovered 

during detailed investigations or construction" and that the 
sponsors “will also permit archaeo1cgists who are interested to 
observe any of the earth-moving activity." If there is a poten¬ 
tial for the disturbance of cultural resources, a detailed plan 
should be made to be sure a monitor is at the sensitive areas 
during earth-moving activities. "Permitting interested archae¬ 
ologists to observe" implies on a volunteer basis. This kind of 
work requires vigilance by qualified observers who can recognise 
the traces of past cultures. It is also tedious work that is 
not appropriate to reliance on volunteers. Thus monitoring 
services by a full-time qualified archaeologist should be pro¬ 
vided. 
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Response: 

The proposed construction areas have been examined by a quali¬ 
fied archeologist and excavation at known significant sites will 
be avoided. The SC5 recognizes that other sites may exist even 
though there is no surface evidence of their locations. The SCS 
will provide special training to its construction inspectors to 
better enable them to identify signs of possible sites. If such 
signs are discovered, the area will be avoided and the National 
Park Service will be asked to provide on-site consultation. 
This is in accordance with the SCS prccecurss for protecting 
cultural resources. These procedures are sat forth in more 
detail in Title 7, Part 656 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

NDIVIDUALS 



Miss feresa Felice 


Comment; 

I own the corner land that borders the Llagas Creek and High¬ 
way 152 beyona the garlic plant. Can you explain to me why you 
need eight acres of land of good or choice prime land? 

Response: 

The new channel , which will require some of your land* was 
planned because the sharp bend in existing channel north of 
Highway 152 would have been eroded rapidly with the increased 
flood flows to be routed through the channel. If the old 
channel was enlarged, five homes would have to be removed. By 
locating a new channel south of Highway 152 and east of the 
existing channel, we were able to avoid these relocations. 
Cleaning out or deepening the existing channel would still not 
carry the Increased flows. The new channel would involve your 
property. Any lands used for construction in your area are an 
unavoidable loss of prime farm lands. 

Mrs. J.E. 

diesel man 

Comment: 

Our home is located off Columbet Avenue just down from Maple 
Avenue. I was unable to attend the past two meetings, but am of 
the impression that this area has been taoled for the present. 
This is of great concern as we had such severe flooding all 
around our home on January 4, 1982. Pi ease give reconsideration 
to this area as it reflects urgency in flood protection. 

Response: 

We have already reconsidered the area because of concerns 
expressed by other homeowners in this area at the May 2, 1981 
public workshop. However, because of federal criteria of the 
Water Resource Council that requires economic justification, we 
are unable to keep it in this project. The Santa Clara Valley 
Water District is presently reviewing this situation and will 
undertake a planning study next fiscal year to see what alter¬ 
natives are available to solve your flooding problem. 






Mr, and Mrs. John Perrv 


Comment: 


Response: 


Comment: 


Response: 


Comment: 


Response: 


Only a few people (at the public hearing on February 10, 1982) 
raised their hands to show approval. Even though no one raised 
their hands in disapproval, this was not the enthusiastic 
approval as reported by Mr, Clines, 

The purpose of the public hearing was to solicit comments on the 
adequacy of the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
(EIS/EIR) and not conduct a poll concerning the approval of the 
project. A member of the audience suggested that a vote be 
taken M for M or |L against Jl the project. The audience was askad if 
they approved of this ana since their was little approval, no 
vote was held. 

Mr, Glines newspaper article probably referred to the strong 
support for the project exhibited hy both landowners and local 
agencies in the comments made at the public hearing. Additional 
support for the selected plan was indicated by the Tetters com¬ 
menting on the draft EIS/EIR, 

The meeting lacked the spontaneity that occurred at the 
January 26, 1982 Loma pH eta Resource Conservation District 
meeting following the recent flooding. At that meeting, there 
was an attitude of trust in that the individuals in charge would 
listen and attempt to find a solution to prevent flooding. 

The February 10, 1982 public hearing was not conducive to IL spon" 
taneity JI because it occurred at the end of the planning process, 
3y this time, issues have been surfaced and aadresseti. The 
proposed project presented at this hearing was the culmination 
of over 2k years of intensive meetings between our agency, the 
local sponsors, project opponents and other proponents and 
included two we 11-attended Public Workshops in the South County 
to help formulate the proposed project. No new information or 
issues were raised at the public hearing- The same concerns 
over flooding that you refer to (January 26, 1982 ) were the 
basis for this project's initial develocment in the 'ate 1950s. 
Through the environmental and public review process, the ori¬ 
ginal project has been reduced in scope and cost considerably. 
We believe this does reflect trust and an attitude of coopera¬ 
tion on the part of the local sponsors (Loma Prieta Resource 
Conservation District, Gavilan Water Conservation District, and 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District). 

We would like to know the ratio of the cost of management to the 
actual work done. Could the Loma Prieta District do it better 
since it is in this area and understands the problems locally? 

Maintenance costs of the project have been estimated to be 
approximately $49,000 annually in terms of 1981 dollars. Obvi¬ 
ously, such costs if only escalated for inflationary purposes to 
the year of anticipated project completion (1989) would be 
significantly higher, Such costs would represent, about 0,3 per¬ 
cent per year of current anticipated project construction costs, 
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The Lorna Prieto Resource Conservation District participated in a 
very large way, both through its staff and Board of Directors as 
members of an Ad Hoc Project Committee made up of project 
sponsors. This committee acts as an advisory review committee 
on the project. Luma Prieta does not have an 1nterdiscip1inary 
team to develop and manage sucn a project,. To acquire the 
necessary level of expertise would be costly. They have and 
will continue to contribute to the maximum extent possible. The 
sources of funding available to and the level of expertise 
demonstrated by the SCVWD in the management of flood control 
projects indicate that SCVWD is capable of operating and main¬ 
taining the project at the needed level. 

Comment: 

Are other areas outside this District being neglected? An 
example is the Uvas Creek at the bridge on Highway 152 which has 
been eroding the banks for several years and now is threatening 
Burchell Road and the bridge itself when the removal of a gravel 
bar could have been an ounce of prevention. 

Response; 

The Uvas Creek Watershed and its associated flooding problems is 
presently outside of the Soil Conservation Service's area of 
authority. The Llagas Creek project was authorized by Congress 
in 1969 and did not include Uvas Creek. The U,S. Army Corps of 
Engineers has completed a plan for flood control work on Uvas 
Creek ana is awaiting funding to implement the project. 

The Santa Cfara Valley Water District does not presently have 
adequate maintenance easements on Uvas Creek. After the 
January 1982 flood* they obtainea emergency easements to enter 
private property along Uvas Creek and clear debris and other 
obstructions to flow. 

Comment: 

Are the people justified in their feeling of mistrust toward the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District (e.g. formation of Citizens to 
Preserve the Llagas Watershed)? 

Response; 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District operated appropriately 
under the law. The Citizen's Committee was organized to resolve 
conflicts that surfaced during the review of the 1973 draft EIS. 
The Citizens to Preserve LIagas/Chesbro now fully sunoort the 
1982 EIS, 


Ward B. Saunders, Jr 


Comment: 

How (was) the Average Annual Installation cost of $713,000 com¬ 
puted? 

Response: 

Federal policy states that benefits and costs will be evaluated 
at the interest rate which prevailed at the time Congress 
approved the project. The Llagas Creek project was authorized 
in 1969. The interest rate usea at that time for evaluating 
water resource projects was 3^ percent. Therefore, using a 
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3% percent interest rate and amortizing the cost of the project 
over the life of the project (100 years) we have; 

$21*044*500 (installation coat) x .03388 (amortiza¬ 
tion factor, 2k percent* 100 years) = £712*937,56 
or £713 * 000 (average annual insta11ation cost). 


(Note: Refinement of cost has changed installation 
cost to $21,367*000, so average annual installation 
cost is now $744*200.) 

Comment: the report indicates that for an expenditure of' $22,134,900, the 

Selected Plan would result in a saving of £941,000 (page 45} or 
$834*300 (£917*300 less £83*000 plus O&M of 549*400 (page 2), 
How can the annual savings for Plan F on oage 2 and page 45 be 
reconciled? 

Response: This comment deals with project benefits (savings). There are 
four types of benefits in the Llagas project. They are: 
(1) reduced urban and agricultural flood damages (£815*800 and 
SIS*500 respectively) which total $834*300* (2) savings in 
reduced Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administra¬ 
tive costs (510*700 - see page 60)* (.3) future benefits which 
will be realized on the increased values of damageable contents 
in the areas which will be protected by the project ($34*700)* 
and (4) savings in future development costs likely to be spent 
complying with the requirements of the FEMA ($65*200). The 
total of these four benefit categories is $944*900. However, 
$3,800 of benefits in Itan 1 had to be subtracted from the total 
because of anticipated land use changes. Therefore, the 

monetary benefits that are anticipated to accrue from the 
installation of the remaining work are $941*100. This is the 
figure that appears in Table 3. The £334*300 represents only 
the urban and agricultural flood damage reduction category of 
benefits and are expressed in average annual terms. 

Comment: At page 41* the statement is made that "the no-project alterna¬ 

tive allows significant flood problems to remain unsolved. For 
this reason it was generally unacceptable." If the cost of 
solving the flood problem exceeds the benefit, why should the 
expenditure be made? 

While as indicated above, it would appear to sne that the Alter¬ 
nate f, as well as the other alternates* the cost substantially 
exceeds the benefits, and not one of the alternates should 
proceed. 


Response; 


The benefits of this proposed project do exceed the costs as 
expressed by the benefit/cost ratio shown in Table 8, page 45, 
The benefit/cost ratio is calculated by dividing total average 


Ben 5imms 
Comments; 


Response: 


annual benefits by total average annual costs. In the LI ages 
project we have: 

Total Average Annual Benefits - $941,100 

Total Average Annual Costs - $756,400 

($713,000 Average Annual Instal1 ation Costs and 
$43,400 Average Annual G&M. ) 

Therefore, B/C Ratio = 941,000/756,400 = 1.24 or 

1 . 2 : 1 . 0 . 


(Note: Refinement ov cost has changed total 

Average Annual Installation Costs to $744,200.) 


I believe that a realignment of 5an Martin Greek at its con¬ 
fluence with East Little Llagas Creek as per map attached would 
help soil conservation and reduce soil erosion, would improve 
drainage, and would be a great improvement to everyone in the 
area. At various times, i was told that such realignment is 
part of any work to be done in the area, yet I do not see on 
Roach 14, Map of the Report such Realignment. Is this tn be a 
separate job? I hope you will include this Realignment in final 
Work Report. 

The Llagas Creek Watershed Project has changed from the original 
work plan and no longer includes any additional flood control 
work along Reach 14. Only the work that generates benefits in 
excess of cost was included in the selected alternative. The 
cost of flood control work in Reach 14 would exceed economic 
benefits. 

The only work proposed for Reach 14 are erosion control struc^ 
tures and vegetative plantings to mitigate environmental losses 
resulting from past project construction. 

The Santa Clara Valley Water District might be able to provide 
more information on the possibility of solving this problem 
separate of the present project. They can furnish information 
on permits, should the realignment of San Martin Creek be under¬ 
taken. The local Soil Conservation Service Office, working in 
cooperation with the Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District, 
should be able to provide technical assistance on designing a 
realigned ditch. 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
FOR MITIGATION OF PREVIOUS CHANNEL CONSTRUCTION 


Included is a duplicate of the Finding of No Significant Impact/Negative 
Declaration that was published and circulated for public review In 
September 1981♦ (The page sequence and figure numbers of Appendix A are the 
same as the original published document.) 



L 



Finding of No Significant 
Impact / Negative Declaration 
and Environmental Assessment 



for Mitigation of 
Past Channel 
Work 


A 


SCIL CONSERVATION SERVfCE 
U.a or AGRICULTURE 






















US DA SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR 

LLAGAS CREEK WATERSHED 

■\x 

Santa Clara County, California 


SPONSORING LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Ionia Prieta Resource Conservation District 

Gavrina Water Conservation District 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 


Sep tenths r. \ PEI 


Prepared by: 


Lnitcd States Department of Agriculture 
FRANCIS C* H. LUM 


State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Servi c .e 
Davis, California y56L6 





TABLE OF CONTENTS 


FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION . * . 


1 


ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT . ... . 

Background ... . 

Purpose of Proposed Works ....... 

Alternatives .. 

Proposed Works .. 4 „ t 4 

Setting and Impacts of Proposed Works 

Floodwater. ...... 

Erosion and Sedimentation . . . . t . 

Land U;|e . 

Priine Agricultural Lands . * ♦ * . * 

Groundwater . ...... 

Water Quality ...... . .... . 

Biological .' . .... . . 

Reo reation ............. 

Cultural .............. 

Visual Resource ........... 


3 

3 
A 

4 
4 

1 ?. 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
14 
14 
L4 


AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONSULTED 


15 


APPENDIX 


17 



























FINDING OF HO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT/NEGATIVE DECLARATION 


Pursuant: to Section 102(2) (c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969; the Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 CFR Part 1500); and 
the Soil Conservation Service Guidelines (7 CFR Part 650); the Soil Conser¬ 
vation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, gives notice that an environ¬ 
mental. impact statement is not being prepared for proposed work on portions of 
the previously constructed channels foe the Llagas Creek Watershed near the 
cities of Morgan Kill and Gilroy in Santa Clara County, California, 

As part of Llagas Creek Watershed PL-566 Flood Prevention project, partial 
excavation of 10.9 miles of channel was done in 1971*72 by the California 
Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) for fill material for construction of 
the South Valley Freeway. Another 1.2 miles of channel construction were 
completed by the Soil Conservation Service in 1975. Due to environmental 
legislation, construction was stopped and the preparation of environmental 
documents was initiated. As a result of this previous construction work the 
Flood damagable area was reduced approximately 3,400 acres resulting in 
$233,000 average annual benefits primarily to agriculture. Approximately 67 
acres of riparian habitat were disturbed or removed by past work. 

All works described in this document are to mitigate adverse impacts 
resulting from the above action. These works are compatible with proposed 
Future plans for Llagas Creek and will add no future flood benefits. The 
environmental assessment; of this Federally assisted action indicates that the 
completion and mitigation of previously constructed portions of the project 
will not cause significant local, regional, or national impacts on the envi¬ 
ronment* As a result of these findings, Francis €. H. Lum, State Conserva¬ 
tionist, has determined that the preparation and review of an environmental 
impact statement in not needed to complete portions of the previously con- 
s tructcd channe 1. An env i. ronmenta 1 i mpa ct sta ternent will be prepared on all 
other remaining PL-566 works on Llagas Creek. 

Completion of the partially constructed channels includes stabilisation 
of the bottom and side slopes of channels previously roughly excavated by. 
CALTRANS. Portions of channel bank and islands of riparian vegetation will 
require rock riprap extending up the banks from the bottom to prevent further 
erosion. Willow growth will be propagated From tattings placed under the 
riprap on the lower half of the bank in Llagas Creek between Ruena Vista and 


1 





Pacheco Pass Road* The removal of debris and gravel bars associated with 
correcting channel Instability will be required. Water will also be restored 
to several previously cut off oxbows containing about 27 acres of riparian 
wildlife habitat. Previously constructed levees will be built up where set¬ 
tling has created depressions. 

In addition, low flow channels to aid steelhead migration t and about 
32 acres along the channels will be planted with native trees and shrubs. The 
plantings will be irrigated and a maintenance program implemented to assure 
establishment. Recorded agreements will he obtained to protect 3.5 acres of 
riparian habitat* Other works include the installation of 8 grade stabiliza¬ 
tion structures. Four of the grade stabilization structures would have fish 
ladders meeting the California Department of Fish, and Game requirements. 

The completion of the above described mitigation works will cost approxi¬ 
mately $4,646,600. 

The Notice of Finding of No Significant Impact has been forwarded to the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The Finding of No Significant Impact and the 
environmental assessment are being sent to various Federal, State, and local 
agencies and interested parties. The basic data developed during the environ¬ 
mental assessment are on tile and may be reviewed by contacting Francis C. H, fun> 
State Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, 2328 Chiles Road, Davis, CA 
95’616, Telephone (916) 758^2200, 

Implementation of the proposal will not be initiated until 30 days after 
the date of notification in the Federal Register. 


Approved by; 


j 


State Conservationist- 


Date 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


Background 

The Llagas Creek Watershed Project Plan was approved by the three local sponsors, 
Lonta Prieta Resource Conserve Lion District} Gavelin Water Conservation District, 
Santa Clara Valley Water District, and the governing bodies of Santa Clara 
County, Gilroy, and Morgan Hill in 1968 and authorized by Congress in 1969 
under Public Paw 83“566. -Approximately 10,9 miles of channel were partially 
excavated by CALTRANS (formerly State Division of Highways) in 1971-72 to 
provide fill for the South Valley Freeway and to reduce the cost of the future 
flood control project. About 1.2 miles of channel work in Reach 1 were con¬ 
structed under contract administered by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) in 
1973. 

As a result of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEEA) and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SCS stopped construction in 1974 to further 
evaluate environmental impacts.- The local sponsors organised the Llagas Creek 
Citizens Advisory Committee to assist in finding ways to minimize adverse 
imp a c l s a nd 1 o re c ominend a p ro j ect plan. After ma ny p ub lie meetings, the 
local sponsors recommended a plan to ECS in 1976. That plan was presented hi 
a Drait Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Liis/LIE) 
and distributed for interagency and public review in July 1979, Two months 
1 a te r a p u b 1 i c he a r i n g was he 1 d o u Lite plan and EIS, Nu me ro n e c i L i z en s a nd 
some public agencies strongly opposed the plan on a variety of major issues. 

In Harch 1980* after several meetings with the opposition to clarify and 

better understand the issues, SCR and the sponsors agreed to restudy the 

proposed project. The results of the restudy indicated that several parts of 

the project would have only favorable environmental effects and would be 
c:arrIed out as a mitig&tiou project whether or noL the remainder of the project 
is installed. Other parts of the project associated with providing flood 
protection will be cleared by an environmental impact statement/environmental 
Impact report (EIS/EIR). 


3 




Purpose of the Proposed Works; 


When CALTRAIv'S partially excavated the channels, the other measures called for 
in the work plan such as grade stabi 1isauiOTi structures, rock riprap t and 
vegetative ground cover were not installed. 

The purpose oT the works proposed in this environmental assessment is to 
complete the portion of the project partially installed and to mitigate the 
environmental damages caused by the excavation► The proposed works are com¬ 
patible and will function independently of additional flood prevention work to 
be cleared by an KIS/EIR. it will also allow the remainder of the project, 
once installed, to function for the purpose of flood prevention. 

Alternatives 


Two a 11e.rnati ves were evaluated . The no proj act alternat ive would involve no 
additional work or mitigation. The channels would continue to erode resulting 
in the loss of additional riparian habitat, the oxbow cut offs would continue 
to decline in biological productivity, and riparian habitat lost by previous 
work would not be mitigated. The proposed project would stabilize the eroding 
channels and riparian habitat, return low flows to the cut off" oxbows, provide 
low flow channels for steelhead migration, and mitigate previously lost riparian 
nab l tat. 


Proposed Work 

Completion of the partially constructed channels include stabilization of the 
bottom and side slopes ot channel Reaches 3, 3, and 14 (Figure 1) previously 
roughly excavated by CAlTRAS'S. Portions of channel bank and islands of riparian 
vegetation remaining in Reach 3 will require rock riprap for bank protection 
(Figure 2). Willow cuttings will be placed under the riprap on the lower half 
of the bank to provide wildlife habitat plant growth* The removal ot debris 
and some gravel bars wi 11 occur during channel slabll.i Ly work . Wa ter will 
also be restored to several oxbows containing about 27 acres of riparian 
wildlife habitat. 
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Prav iously 
Excavated 
Channel 




LOCATION of RIPRAP 


FIGURE 2 












In addition, low flow channels in Reaches I, 3, and 5 will be installed to aid 
steelhead migration,* About 32 acres of native trees and shrubs will be planted 
along the channel Reaches l r 3, 5, 9, and 14 (Eigures 3 and 4). The plantings 
will be irrigated and a maintenance program carried out to assure establish¬ 
ment- Other works include the installation of S grade stabilization struc¬ 
tures (Figure 5), Four of the grade stabilisation structures will have fish 
ladders and plunge pools meeting the California Department of Fish and Game 
requirements. Water flows will be restored to oxbows cut off by past con¬ 
struction activities in Reaches 3 and 4. Santa Clara Valley Water District 
will enter into recorded agreements with adjacent landowners to preserve 3.5 
acres of riparian habitat along East Little Llagas. Portions of the levees 
that have settled on Reach 1 will be restored to their previously constructed 
elevation. 
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GRADE STABILIZATION STRUCTURE - sketch figure s 






























































































Setting and Impacts of Proposed Work 


irloodwater : The portions of channels installed by CALTRAKS reduced the flood? 
plain fo.r the one percent, flood event approx issiaLely 3*400 acres resulting in 
an overage annual damage reduction of S^3-3,t)UG. Most of these benefits accrued 
to agriculture. Installation of the work will not increase or decrease flood 
damages. 

Erosionja nd bedimenLat i n il : The reduction in flooding substantially reduced 
the erosion and sedimentation occurring in the floodplain as a result of 
floods. However, channel scour and bank erosion is now occurring because of 
the incomplete manner in which the channels were installed- Correction of 
these unstable conditions according to Soil Conservation Service criteria, 
will assure the functioning of the thanneis in an acceptable manner. 

land Use : No land use changes are anticipated with project installation. 

Areas in which the majority of work will occur arc already committed to the 
project. Some of the riparian oxbows along Reach 3 may need to be acquired by 
easement L 

Prime : Agri cul tural Lands: Ho changes in prime or unique agricultural lands 
are anticipated with project installation. The proposed works will be in^ 
stalled in areas already committed to the project. 

Groundwater : Project installation would have no effect on the groundwater 

resource. 

Water Quality: Downstream water quality would be improved by the reduction of 
sediment from installation of erosion control measures and a slight reduction 
in temperature caused by shade produced from plantings. 

Biological ; Project installation would mitigate adverse impacts by past 
construction activities (Table 1). Habitat destroyed will be replaced by the 
planting of shrubs on 5-8 acres, riparian woodland on 14.2 acres, and trees 
and shrubs on 11.8 acres (Table 2). 21.b acres of wetlands is already estab" 

lished, but will be afforded protection. In addition, project installation 
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TABLE 1 

Liagas Creek Riparian Habitat Impacted 


Reach Removed 

Number (Acres) 

Habitat 

Quality 

Habitat z 

Units 

disturbed 1 Habitat Habitat 

(Acres) Quality Units 

1 

9*4 

*2 

1.9 




3 

24* a 

1*0 

24.S 

19 

.6 1.0 

19.6 

4 

- 

- 

- 

7 

,1 1.0 

7*1 

5 

2.S 

.a 

2.2 


- 

- 

14 

3.0 

.5 

1.5 


- 

- 

TOTALS 40.0 


30.4 

26 

.7 

26*7 

1 Water flows into r 

iparian system reduced 

due to past construction* 


2 Habitat Units were 

calculated by multiplying habitat quantity (acres) 

by 

habitat quality (as determined by environmental assessment team). 





TABLE 2 





Liagas 

Creek Riparian Habitat Mi t i ga t i. on 8 urnrcia ry 




Preserved/ 




Reach 


Replaced Habitat 

Habitat 

Restored 2 Habitat 

Habitat 

No. 

Nabitat Type 1 

(Acres) 

Quality 

Units 

(Acres) Quality 

Units 

1 

Sb. rubs 

5*8 

0.4 

2.3 



I 

Wetland 2 

21.5 

0.6 

12.9 



3 

Riparian 

5.5 

0.7 

3.9 

19.6 1.0 

19.6 

4 

Riparian 

3.5 fl 

1.0 

3.5 

7.1 1.0 

7.1 

5 

Riparian 

1.2 

0.7 

0.3 



9 

Cluster Trees 







and Shrubs 4 

3.4 

0*5 

1.7 

l *7 


9 

Ripa rian 

7.5 

0.7 

5.2 



14 

Clustered Tree 

s 






and Shrubs 

3.4 

0*5 

4.2 



TOTALS 

56.8 


34.5 

26.7 

26*7 


1 Shrub species to be planted are coyote "bush and quail bush planted from seed 
along the outer slope of the levee to provide dense ground cover. Riparian 
wood 1 and specf.es to be p 1 ant£d i nc 1 ude Cali forrua svycambice t FremonL. cot 
wodd, valley oak, coast live oak, buckeye, Mexican blue elderberry and 

Ca1 ifornia blackbetry, Planting dens 111 es will a verage 110 trees and 300 
shrubs per acre. Clustered trees and shrubs will consist of the above species 
scattered in clusters, 

2 Water flows restored into oxbows. 

3 This acreage has already been established and will remain. 

A Offsite mitigation. 

5 Recorded agreements obtained on portions of Easi. Little Liagas to preserve 
riparian habitat. 
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will restore water to oxbows isolated by prior channel construction. Recorded 
agrremenLs with landowners will afford protection to 3,5 acres of riparian 
habi.tat. Fish passageways including a low flow channel and four fish ladders 
will facilitate reestablishment of the historic steelhead ran* No threatened 
or endangered species would be impacted. 

The rock riprap will provide shelter for ground squirrels which are a pest in 
agricultural areas. The squirrel control program along the riprap way require 
a more intensive effort. 

Recreation : No adverse impacts to recreation would occur* Potential future 
recreational uses of the channels will be enhanced by the planting program* 

Cultural: Site CA-3CL-452 is a prehistoric site located along East Little 
Llagas Creek in Reach l4« It was discovered during an archeological recon¬ 
naissance that was completed in March 1931. Dr. Robert Cartier , who conducted 
the studyj believes the site is potentially eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). A copy of the archeological report has been sent 
to the State Historic Preservation Officer with a request for his opinion on 
the site’s eligibility for the NEHP. 

The project will avoid disturbing the site. No earth moving will be done in 
the area, and vegeta 11ve work will be 1imited to grasses. 

Visual Resource: The visual impacts of previous channel excavation will be 
mitigated as a result of the riparian habitat plantings. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL impact assessment checklist 


.Explanations of all "Yes . 11 and "Maybe 1 ’ answers are required on 
■attached sheets. If impact occurs during construction or is 
temporary! indicate with a "C" or "T” under Yes or Maytag 

Yes Maybe Ho 


1. Geolo gy and Soils . Will the project 
result in: 

a. An increased hazard to the public 
resulting From geologic features of 

the site (landslide-prone areas, faults, 
slumping, etc,)? 

b. Serious disruptions, displacements, 
compaction, or impervious covering of 
the soil? 

c. Introduction of toxic materials in 
the soil or reduction of soil fertility? 


d_ Significant change in topography x 

or ground surface relief features? _. _ _ 

e. The destruction, covering or 

modification of any unique geologic or x 

physical features? __. -- 

f. Any substantial increase in wind 

or water erosion of soils, either on x 

or off the site? __ ___ _ 

g- Changes in siltation, sediment. 

transport, deposition, or erosion which 

may modify a river, stream, or other x 

body o f water? _ __J_ 

2. Air . Will the project result in; 

a. Generation of air emissions (such 
as dust) that will seriously deteriorate 
air quality standards (either locally 

or regionally)? __ _... __L 

b. The creation of objectionable x 

odors? _ _ ___. _ 

c. Major alteration of air movement, 
moisture or temperature, or any change 

in climate, either locally or regionally? __ _ Jj 


IS 



































Yes Maybe Mo 


3, Water- Will the project result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course 
or direction of water movements? 

b, Changes in infiltration rates, 
sedimentation, drainage patterns, or 
the rate and amount of surface water 
rune f f? 

e. Alterations in the course or flow 
o f floodwatsrs? 

, d. An increase in downstream flood 
potential that might cause property 
damage? 

e. Change in the amount of surface 
water in any body of water? 

f. Contamination or any detrimental 
effect on existing water quality or 
quantities ox either surface or sub¬ 
surface supplies? 

g. Change in the quantity of ground- 
waters, either through direct 
additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or 
excavations? 

h* Reduction in the amount of water 
otherwise available for public water 
supplies? 

4^ Noise . Will the project increase 

existing noise levels during construc¬ 
tion or operations to the extent that 
existing or future residents would he 
annoyed? 

5. Plant Life . Will the project result in; 

a_ Change in the diversity of species, 
or numbers of any species of plants 
(including trees, shrubs, grasses, 
microflora, and aquatic plants)? 

b, Reduction of the numbers or any 
unique, rare or endangered species of 
plants? 

c- Introduction of new plant species 
into an area, or a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing species? 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 
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Animal Li fe, Will the project result 
in i 

a. Changes in the diversity of species, 
or numbers of any species of animals 
(birds, land animals, including reptiles, 
fish and shellfish, benthic organisms, 
insects or microfrauna) ? 

b. Loss or disturbance of a nesting 
area for resident or migrating birds? 

a r Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species of 
animal?" 

d, Introduction of new species of 
animal into an area, or result in a 
barrier to the migration or movement of 
animals (or fish)? 

e. Deterioration of existing fish or 
wildlife habitat? 

land Usa/ Commun ity Plans and Values . 

Will the project result in; 

a- Alteration or nonconformance with 
regional, federal, state or local land 
use plans and policies Of the surround¬ 
ing area? 

b, Conflict or inconsistency with 
adopted policies, plans and goals of 
the community where the project is 
located ? ■ ■ 


c. Deterioration of the integrity or 
quality of the surrounding neighbor¬ 
hood? Loss of privacy or security to 
residents over the long term? 

d„ Generation of a substantial public 
controversy resulting from environmental 
concerns? 



































Yes Maybe No 


8 * Economic ♦ Will '-be pr o j ec ■ - - 

a. Foster economic or population 
growth t either dirnctly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding area 
(particularly if faster than planned 
for) ? 


b. Remove a major constraint or 
obstacle to growth;? 

c. Decrease employment in the 
community? 

d. Reduce acreage or yield 0): an 
agricultural crop? 

g_ p opulation u Will the location, 

distribution, character t or density 
o £ the surrounding human population 
be altered by the project? 


10. Ho using . Will the project adversely 
affect existing housing or result in 
the relocation of existing housing? 


.1. Transoor tation/Circulation - Will the 

project result im 

a- An adverse impact upon existing 
transportation systems? 

b. Reduction in existing parking 
facilities, or create demand for new 
parking? 

c. Alterations to present patterns of 
circulation or movement of people and/or 
goods ? 

dp increase in traffic hasardn to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists, or 
pedestrians? 

12 , Public Service a* Will the project 
result' in a need for new or altered 
governmental services in any of the 
following areas: 

a. Fire or police protection? 


b. Schools? 

c. Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 


x 


X 


x 


X 


x 


X 





x 


X 

x 


X 



















































Yes Maybe 


d, Maintenance or public facilities 
(streets, h ighways, pub 1 ic trap's it, 
etc.J ? 


e. Flood Protection? %■ 


f- Other governmental services? 

13, utilities . Will the project result in 
a need for new systems, or alterations 
to the following utilities; 

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 
e_ Water? 


d* Sewers or septic tanks? 

a. Storm water drainage? 


f- Solid waste disposal? 

14, Energy , Will the project result in: 

a* Use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy? 


b* Substantial demand upon existing 
sources of energy, or require the 
development of new sources of energy? 

15, Public and Envi r onmental Health . Will 
the project result in: 

a- Creation of any known human health 
hazard or potential health hazard 
(excluding mental health but including 
physical injury)? 


b. Involve the application, use r or 
disposal of toxic or hazardous 
ma terla]s? 


16 * Ae s the tics , Y7 ill the pr eject r e s u 11 ri n 
the obstruction or elimination or any 
scenic vista or view open to the public, 
or will the project result in the creation 
of an aesthetically offensive site or 
structure presently or potentially open 
to public view? 


770 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


t 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


23 


















































Yea 


Maybe No 


17, Recreation . Will the project result in 
an impact upon the quality or quantity 
of existing recreational opportunities 
(such as fishing r boating,- hiking, 
horseback riding, bicycling)7 

13. Archeological/Hlstoriesl . Will the 
project result in an alteration of a 
significant known archeological or 
historical site, structure, object or 
building? Is the project in a known 
archeologreally sensitive area? 


19. Natural Resources . Will the project 

substantially increase, the consumption 
of an non-renewable natural resource 
such as minerals, precious metals, 
prime agricultural land, natural gas, 
oil, etc.? 


20 . Ma nd a to r y P ind 1ngs of Sign!finance . 

a. Does the project have the potential 
to degrade the quality of the environ¬ 
ment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history 
or prehistory? 


b. Docs the project have the potential 
to achieve short-term, to the dis¬ 
advantage of long-term, environmental 
goals? (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one which occurs in a 
re la t ivc ly b r ie f, de f. in i t i ve pe r rod o f 
time while long-term impacts will endure 
well into the future*) 


c* Does the project have impacts which 
are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (A project may impact on 
two or more separate resources where the 
impact on each resource is relatively 
small, but where the effect of the total of 
those impacts on the environment is 
significant.) 
































Yes Maybe Ho 


d. Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human being's, either 
directly or indirectly? 
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Discussion of envikohmehtal evaluation 

1 g. Etosi on U t c hannel banks will be si g nificantly reduced -esul ting- In 
leas sedimentation in the stream channel._____ 


3b. See lg. above * 


5a. Native species will be. used to reestablish r lt>,h rian habitat and w 111 


Include trees, shrubs and grasses. 


Ga. Plantings will help restore lost habitat resulting In an Increase. 


of wildlife species and numbers native to the area. 


12e. Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVUD) will assume maintenance 


of plantings once established. 


17. Wildlife species and populations should increase erecting potential 

for photography, bird wat ching and hunting. Mitigatio n will bo on 
3C7WD rightS-0f-wav, 


IS. Consultant has conducted investigation and no sites will be impacted. 


although area is sensitive. 


fi. 7.. Bullard 

































































































DETERMINATION 


A_/ 


On the basis of this Initial Study: 

/ x/ r find the proposed project COOLD NOT have a significant 

of'feet on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a 
significant effect on the environment, there will not he a 
significant effect in this case because the mitigation 
measures described on an attached sheet have been added to 
the project* 

7 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect 
on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. 


/ 


Gary L- Bullard 
prepared by 


E n vi r o nment 2.1 Specialist 
Title 


Date = 


7 - 9-81 
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APPENDIX 3 


CHANNEL DIMENSION'S AND CROSS SECTIONS 


The following cross sections are of the proposed flood control structural 
measures. The biological mitigation plantings are not included on these 
drawings► 
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FIGURE 8-1 
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MAIN BRANCH LLAGAS CREEK 


R/W 


R/W 


Maim. Ease merit (Varies) 


Stabilize 9 Veqe^ate 

/ 

v„ 

*] 

/ Mnmt 


i Wes 1 Ban* ^ j*io'H L ^ 

i Y 

a^f 2 


^ Hood 
East Ban* 
Exist Channel 


STA 546+70 (Church) To S7A 561 -rQGUlCG' d/s Llagas) 



S7A 522h-CG (Murphy) To 37A 546 + 70(Church) 

MURPHY AVE. TO CONFLUENCE WITH WEST LITTLE LLAGA5 CREEK 

(5TA 5Z2t 00 To STA7I4+70) 

REACH 6A 

LOOKING UPSTREAM "FIGURE 3-3 

























MAIN BRANCH LLAGAS CREEK 


R/W 



i 


Moint. Easameni (Varies) 
Stabilize ft Vsget ate 


R/W 



^ ^Moint. I 
Rudd 


South 




North Bcrik 


'—Bust Channel 


STA 234+50 IMontereyl To STA 714+ 70(Confluence w/ West Little Liaqos) 


r m R/w 



STA 261+00(1100'd/s LlaqasAvei To STA 334 + 501 Monterey Rdl 

MURPHY AVE. TO CONFLUENCE WITH WEST LITTLE LLACAS CREEK 

(STA 522+00 To STA 714+-70) 


LOCKING UPSTREAM 

REACH 6A 


(CONI) 


FIGURE 3-4 
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FIGURE 3-6 
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FIGURE 3-7 
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FIGURE 3-8 
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FIGURE 3-9 
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FIGURE B-JO 
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FIGURE B-SI 
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FIGURE B -12 
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FIGURE B-14 















































APPENDIX C 


BIOLOGICAL MITIGATION PLAN AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN GAVILAN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
AND THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 







BIOLOGICAL MITIGATION PLAN SUMARY 


Riparian vegetation (19,1 acres) will be removed as a result of the proposed 
channel work in Reaches 2, 4, and 7b. Native Lrees and shrubs will be escab- 
lished by planting in rights-of-way to compensate for losses. Plantings will 
be irrigated during establishment. The remaining rights-of-way and Levee 
areas will he seeded to annual grasses and shrubs. Herbaceous wetland vege¬ 
tation will be allowed to grow in the channel bottoms to the extent that it 
does not interfere with flood flows. 


Riparian Habitat Removed 


Reach 

Number 

Removed 

(Acres) 

Habitat 
Qua1itv 

KabiLa L J 
Units 

2 

16,3 

U 

16.3 

4 

2.0 

0.9 

1.8 

7b 

0,8 

0.3 

0,2 

TOTALS 

19,1 


18.3 


1 habitat units were calculated by multiplying 
habitat quantity by habitat quality (as 
de Le rniined by a n envi ronmenta 1 asses sment 
team) with 1.0 representing the highest 
quality habitati 


Riparian Habitat litigation Plan Summary 


Reach Number/ 
Habitat Type 1, 

Reestablished 
(Acres) 

Habitat 

Qualifcy 

Habitat 
Units 

2(s) 

8.7 

0,4 

3.6 

2 1 . 1/ s) 

4.9 

a.5 

2.4 

2 (r) 

2.5 

0,7 

1,8 

2(w) 

24.5 

0.6 

14,7 

TOTALS 

40.6 


22.5 


1 r - riparian woodland 

s = shrubs 

L/s ’ tree and shrub clusters 

w - wetland 











MITIGATION PLANTINGS 


Mitigation, plantings include approximately 2.5 acres of riparian woodland, 

4,9 acres of tree/shrub clusters, and 8.7 acres of shrubs (Figures 1 and 2), 
Approximately 24 acres of additional wetlands will become established in 
Reach 2 by natural succession. 

Mitigation plantings will be installed as soon as favorable conditions occur 
following channel construction. Where construction activities will not impact 
planting areas, revegetation will occur prior or during project construction. 
Selected trees existing along the creek that would be destroyed by construc¬ 
tion activities will be moved by tree spade to previously constructed sites 
where feasible. 

Federal contracts will be used to install and care for the plants until estab¬ 
lished, This period will be two years for the riparian woodland and tree/shrub 
clusters, 

If competition from weedy vegetation becomes a problem, the use of herbicides 
will be permitted. Ef used, herbicides will be selected and applied in such a 
manner as not to jeopardize the wildlife and desirable vegetation. Sponsors 
will invite the California Department of Fish and Game, California Department 
of Forestry, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to participate in the 
annual. O&M inspection, SCS, as a minimum, will include a biologist, engineer, 
and district conservationist on the inspection team. 

Rip arian Woodland 

The following species of trees and shrubs will be established; California 
sycamore ( Platanos racemesa ), valley oak [Cu ereus lobata j T Fremont Cottonwood 
( Populus fremont.l j, coast live oak (Quercns agrifolia ) , California black 
walnut ( Jug Ians hinds ii ), California buckeye ( Ae s c u 3. ns c a 11 to rn I a ), coyotebush. 
( Baceharis pilula ris), Mexican elderberry ( Sambucus mexicana ), California wild 
(Rosa California), and California blackberry ( Rubus vititolius ). 


rose 

























RE4GH 2 length - 3,2CO ft. 



KEACH 2 length - 4,200 ft. 


looking upstream 


BOjCGCAL MITlGAnOI PLANTING 


FIGURE C 

































REACH 2 length - 2.400 Ft. 


REACH 




REACH 6A 


looking upstream 


BO-DGIGAL MITIGATION PLANTING 


HGURE C-2 




































Planting densities will average 110 trees and 300 shrubs per acre. Plants 
will be irrigated by a fixed Irrigation system trom April through October and 
replaced as needed during establishment. 

Sponsors will continue irrigation of the plantings until they are able to 
survive without supplemental water. This will insure that the planted riparian 
trees and shrubs will adapt to the drier conditions encountered on levees and 
along channel hanks. 

Tree/Shrub Clusters 


Species to be planted are valley oak ( Quareus looata ) , coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia ), Fremont cottonwood ( Popnius frament 1 ) t coyotebush ( Baccharis 
pilula ris), and quailbush ( Atrjplex lantifornis ), California poppy ( Eschschoizia 
cali for nica ). lupine ( Lup inns sp.), and vetch ( Viola sp . "j will be included in 
the erosion control planting of herbaceous annuals that will be established on 
areas between clusters. 

The trees and shrubs will be pLasted in clusters spaced approximately every 
50 feet. A planting basin will be constructed and graded to concentrate 
irrigation water around the plants. The trees and shrubs will be irrigated by 
truck watering as needed from April through October. Sponsors will continue 
irrigation until the plants are able to survive without additional irrigation. 


Shrubs 


Shrub species to be established ace coyotebush ( Baccharis pilularis J and 
quailbush ( Atriplex lentiformis )- Both will be direct seeded between mid- 
January and late March. The planting density will provide a solid canopy and 
inhibit ground squirrel use of the area. Shrubs will be irrigated by truck 
watering in June ? August, and October. Sponsors will continue irrigation 
following the above schedule until the plants are able to survive without 
s upp1emen ta 1 water. 
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LI a gas C reek Mitigation Plan /Cooperative Agreement 
for Riparian/Fisheries Habitat 


Description by R each or Feature 


Reach/i'eatu rc Mitigation Description 

2 This channel will be designed with a high n value (hydraulic 

coefficient of channel roughness) to allow the propagation of 
hydrophytic herbaceous vegetation in the channel hottom. A 
portion of the excavation work will be done from one side of 
channel to retain the banks containing the highest quality 
riparian systems. Plantings will include a variety of species. 
The inner face of levees will be planted with shrubs (e.g, t 
Atriplex lentifoEmus ? Raccharis piluiarls ). The areas adjacent 
to the outer portions of the Levees will be planted with shrubs 
and trees (e.g>., Sambucus mexi cana, Plotanus racemosa . Quercus 
Lobata , Q. agrifol ia, Aescuius California T and Juglauds hindsii ) 
planted in scattered clusters. The ton of the spoil along the 
outside of the levee adjacent to the Gilroy sewage ponds will 
he planted to create a dense riparian woodland (20 feet by 5450 
feet) except for an eighteen-foot wide access road. The species 
will be the same as above and will also include Rosa California 
and Rubus vitifoliua, A low flow channel will be excavated 
along the west side of the channel to facilitate steelhead 
runs. Acres to be planted or allowed to revegetate naturally 
a re: 


We tland: 24.5 acres 

Riparian: 2.5 acres 

Shrubs: 8.7 acres 

Tree and Shrub Clusters: 4,[i acres 

4, 6a A low flow channel will be excavated on the west side of Liagas 

Creek to facilitate the upstream migration of steelhead. The 

C-7 

























Reach/Fea Lure 


Mi t ugat i pq Descr i.pt i on: 


4 f 6a drop structure will be placed in East -.ittle Ljlagas in such, a 

manner to prevent steoihead from entering that tributary. 

Fish Passage 

Structures A-dequate passage (fish ladders) will be provided for steelhead 
migration at each grade stabilization structure within the 
mainstream of 'Ll a gas Creek, 


Coo perative Agreement Description 


Steelhead Spawning 

Habitat Steelhead spawning areas along Llagas Creek above Santa Teresa 

Boulevard will be restored and maintained. Gravel will be 
stirred and flushed at an appropriate time and in a manner not 
detrimental to spawning, incubation, or survival of juvenile 
fish, Gravel will be Imported and placed downstream oi Chcsbro 
Reservoir to provide additional spawning habitat. Trees downed 
within the upper channel will be removed if they interfere with 
steelhead migration (Figure C-3). Steelhead will be introduced 
into Llagas Creek for three consecutive years, These items 
will not be project cost-shared but accomplished by the following 
cooperative agreement (page C-1G) between Gavilan Water Conserva¬ 
tion District and the California Department of Fish and Game. 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
between 

THE GAVILAN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
and the 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 2nd d ay of February 
1982, by and between the State of California, acting by and through its 
Department of Fish and Game, hereinafter referred to as STATE, and the 
Cavilan Water Conservation District, hereinafter referred to as DISTRICT. 

THIS AGREEMENT shall become effective on the date of the second 
signature, and shall remain in effect for five (S) years. This agreement 
nay be modified or terminated at any time by mutual consent of both parties, 
ox may be terminated by either party above by giving thirty (303 days 
notice in writing to the other party, 

WHEREAS, DISTRICT in cooperation with Santa Clara Valley Water District 
and loma Prista Resource Conservation District plans to construct certain 
improvements an lower Llagas Creek to reduce the severity and extent of 
flooding in urban and agricultural lands in the surrounding area; and, 

WHEREAS, a diversity of fish and wildlife species utilise the area of 
the proposed construction operation.; and, 

WHEREAS, both parties have concluded that the proposed operations may 
be constructed so that fish and wildlife populations may be preserved and 
enhanced with the implementation of certain measures; and, 

WHEREAS, the preservation of fish and wildlife resources in Llagas Creek 
would be of significant benefit to the people of the STATE OF CALIFORNIA; 
and, 


WHEREAS, the planned project on lower Llagas Creek includes the installa¬ 
tion of fish passage facilities and low flow channels for upstream and down- 
stream migration of steelhead rainbow trout. 
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NOW J THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed by and between the parties as 
follows: 


Cl) DISTRICT will rehabilitate and maintain steelhead spawning gravels 
in the stream reach from Chesbro Dam to Santa Teresa Boulevard. This 
program may include fa) spawning gravel replenishment; fb) early winter 
mechanical scarification of major spawning riffles to prevent gravel 
cotrpaction and facilitate the flushing of silts and sands-by winter flows; 
and Cc) periodic control of vegetative encroachment on spawning riffles* 

Work done by DISTRICT will be limited to those items identified by STATE as 
necessary for the enhancement of the Uagas Creek steel head fishery and 
approved by DISTRICT, and shall be contingent upon avallability of DISTRICT 
funds and granting of necessary permits and easements for work to be 
accomplished* 

{-) STATE ’will identify specific items necessary for the enhancement 
of the Llagas Creek steelhead fishery in the stream reach from Chesbro Dam 
to Santa Teresa Boulevard, including such items as locations for gravel 
placement, vegetation removal on spawning areas, and mechanical scarification 
of spawning riffles. 


(5) STATE will undertake a three-year program of stocking young steel- 
nead rainbow trout in Llagas Creek to reestablish the fishery resource* 

This program will consist of distributing fish during the spring of each of 
three .years* 


(4) STATE agrees to cooperate with DISTRICT by evaluating the effects 
of completed measures on fish and wildlife resources and will help DISTRICT 
formulate desirable changes in future enhancement measures. 


C5) It is the essence of this agreement that the rehabilitation of the 
steelhead trout fishery resource is a joint goal -of both parties and that 
both will cooperate to the extent possible in the achievement of that goal* 



Signature / 

■ h ^/f a* Ai -W 1 


> 






Date 















APPENDIX D 


LANDSCAPE MITIGATION PLAN 





Landscape Mitigation 


The landscape mi tigs Lion plan far the Llagas Creek Watershed project is being 
developed as a series of five steps. These are: PLOTTING. DESIGN", INSTALLS 
TION, ESTABLISHMENT PERIOD, and OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.. 


Presently, the planning and conceptual 
are compatible and supportive with the 

Planning Phase 

The Llagas Creek Watershed project was 
by use of SCS Technical Release No, 65 


design phases have been implemented and 
biological mitigation plantings. 


analyzed for landscape resource impacts 
Procedures to Establish Priorities in 

impacts 


s 

Landscape Architecture:, Areas of critical or important environmental 
identified in this analysis will receive the most mitigation work. 


Landscape mitigation will be installed in phases as channel construction 
proceeds. It may also be installed concurrently with riparian mitigation. 


Proposed channel types and alignments will he analyzed on a site specific 
basis. Impacts to the public, private landowners, the site and the environ¬ 
ment. will be noted and will become criteria in the landscape design process. 

This criteria will include Landowner requirements, sponsor obligations, visual 
resource quality, landscape use, visibility* access, solar orientation, pedes^ 
trian and vehicular circulation, wildlife, viewsheds, prevailing winds, existing 
vegetation, and zoning. Landowners affected hv project mitigation measures 
will be kept fully informed and involved in the landscape design process. 


Design Phase 

During the design phase, the various project criteria, obligations, and opinions 
are formulated into possible landscape elements. Landowners and involved 
agencies are contacted and their desires and requirements are added to the 
design process, A landscape plan is then selected and detail landscape designs 
prepa red. 
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De s iga Concep ts_ Ap_p li ca b Le to clagas Creek wa te rs bed 


--Save mature trees within rights-of-way that will not restrict construction 
equipment. 

--If feasible, root prune and transplant desirable existing vegetation. 

--Construct tree wells or walls around trees to bo saved where grade changes 
mu s t o c C'e i r, 


--Utilize native, low maintenance T and functional vegetation. Plant materials 
will be chosen for their ability to form windbreaks, provide shade and 
reflect heat, attenuate noise, filter dust and odors, provide privacy and 
wildlife habitat. In addition, the trees height at maturity* foliage type, 
lit terdrop* longitivity, resistance to insect pests or diseases, and main¬ 
tenance requirements will be considered. 

—Plant material will be primarily container grown to minimize transplant 
shock. 

--Plant trees* shrubs, and annuals from seeds where container grown stock is 
not justifiable. 


--If necessary to assure availability, advance purchase and procurement of 
plants will be used. 


—Visually sensitive areas and areas of high wildlife value will 


receive 


emp ha sis. 


—Where rights-of-way arc restricted, architectural fencing will be installed 
to visually separate incompatible areas-* 

—Where concrete will be used in highly visible areas, architectural form 
liners and color pigments will be added to the concrete mix to tone down 
reflectiveness and contrast. 


lHU 



’-Spoil plies will be bleaded into existing landscape 


Spoils ora will review plant material locations For conformance with maintenance 
requirements. After landowner, sponsor, and SCS approval, Final Landscape 
d raw i rigs and so e c i Cleat Lons wi 11 bn p r on a red. 


Installation 


SCS will administer a separate Federal contract for landscape installatiou. 

The landscape contractor will remain on the same easement areas as channel 
contractor and utilise the same points of ingress and egress. Upon completion 
of installation, the plant establishment period wiLL begin. 

EstabILshment 


For a period not to exceed two years, the landscape contractor will maintain 
all newly installed plants. The contractor will water> fertilize, reset 
staking, weed, and replace dying or dead plants in order to insure healthy, 
vigorously growing plants at the end of the establishment period. 
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APPENDIX E 


JOINT USE POLICY 


E'l 







RESOLUTION NO. 74 -38 


DECLARING POLICY GOVERNING 
JOINT PUBLIC USE OF 
DISTRICT FACILITIES 


RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of Santa Clara Valley Water District that, 
it being deemed in the public interest to secure diversified uses of District 
property to the greatest extent compatible with the primary purpose of such 
propetty , i t Is hereby declared to be the policy of this Board that, upon 
conditions outlined below and others ct Like nature deemed necessary by "his 
Board, the joint use of District factlitres by properly empowered public 
agencies is favored. 

A. Such joint use shall not unduly interfere with the District's use; 

3. The agency proposing such use shall make such joint use and assume full 
responsibility for maintenance and policing of the use and full respousi,- 
bilility for damage or claim of damage of every kind resulting from the 
use.} and will further provide adequate public liability insurance coverage 

C. The installation, maintenance and removal of improvements or structures 
necessary or convenient to the joint use shall be at the sole cost of the 
agency proposing such joint use; and 

D. The agency proposing such joint use will secure the Resolution Declaring 
Policy Governing Joint Public Use of District FacilitieSn 

Comment and opinion of the adjacent property owners and of the affected commu¬ 
nity by public hearing and make a report of such comment as part of its pro¬ 
posal; provided «, that the requirement of a public hearing may in any appro- 
priate case he waived by the District. 
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GLOSSARY 


Alluvial - A descriptive term pertaining to alluvium* Alluvium refers to 
loose or unconsolidated sediments deposited in flowing water, 

Annual Costs - The amount of money needed U o repay the initial construe Lion 
cost in equal yearly installments, plus the yearly expenditure for upkeep of 
the project. 

Aquifer - A layer or unit of rock that contains water in enough quantity chat 
it produces water in wells. 

Architectural Form Liners - Liners placed in concrete forms to create a certain 
design in the finished surface of hardened concrete.. 

Benefi.t/Cost Ratio (fi/C Ratio) - The ratio obtained when tile cost of the 
project ls divided into its dollar benefits, PL-566 requires that the ratio 
he greater than 1 to I. 

Chap arral - A xerophytic formulation of dense, impenetrable thickets composed 
of stiff or thorny, mostly small-leaved shrubs. 

Floodproofing - Work done on individual buildings to keep floodwater from 
entering them. The work may include installing protective walls, floodshields f 
and one way sewer valves* A ring dike around an individual property is also 
cotes ide red floadp roo f i ng * 

Flood Retarding Storage - The volume of storage in a reservoir which is used 
to reduce the amount of stream flow during a flood. The stored floodwater is 
released slowly so as not to cause flooding of the area below the reservoir. 

Grade Stabilization Structure - A structure in a channel bottom through which 
water flows from a higher elevation to a lower elevation without causing 
erosion. 
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Ground Water 


Water found. Ln the rocks and soils below the ground surface, 
its upper limit is the groundwater tabic. 

Habitat Unit (HjJ ) - Derived by multiplying quantity in acres times quality of 
habitat, where quality is rated on a scale from 0-0 to 1.0 (1.0 equals best 
quality), 


Herbaceous Vegetation - Nonwoody plants which have the texture or color of a 
foliage leal and which die back to the ground each year. 

Uydrophytjc Vegetation j Plants that are adapted to growing in water. 

HydroIogic Condilions - Represents the potential of the vegetative cover to 
intercept, store, and reduce the rate at which water runs off the Land. 

Incremental. Benefit tost Analysis - The process by which each individual 
segment, measure, or structure is separately evaluated in terms of comparing 
benefits to costs before adding the next segment, measure, or structure. 

lands of Statewide Importance - Those farmlands that are nearly prime agricul 
LaraI _aud and economically produce high yield when managed according to 
modern farming methods. Some may produce as high a yield as prime farmlands 
if conditions are favorable. These, lands may occur on slightly greater slope 
or be salt affected. These lands have a dependable water supply eight of ten 
years„ 


n-Value - A coefficient of roughness used in hydraulic computations. Factors 
influencing the coefficient of roughness for a channel include bed material, 
bank material, surface irregularity, vegetation, uniformity of cross section, 
obstructions, and sinuosity. 

Oxbow - A remnant of cutoff meandering stream channel, usually containing 
important fish and wildlife resources. 

Percent Event - Denotes the magnitude of a flood; i.e. ? a flood that has a 
certain percent chance of occurring in any one year. 
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Prime Agricultural Land - Prime farmland that has the best combination of 
physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage* fiber* 
and oilseed crops* and is also available for these uses (the land could be 
cropland, pastnreland, or other land, but not urban built-up land or water). 

It has the soil quality, growing season, and irrigation supply needed to 
economically produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed, 
including water management, according to acceptable farming methods. 

Probable Maximum Flood - Theoretically* the largest t^ood for an area that is 
possible. 

Recharge - A process where water is added to a layer or unit of gravel* 

Resour ce Conservation Area - This is defined in the Santa Clara County General 
Plan as the mountain lands, wetlands, and the best agricultural lands. 

Riparian - The tone along banks and adjacent areas of water bodies, water 
courses, seeps, and springs whose water provide soil moisture in excess of 
that otherwise available locally. This moist habitat supports vegetation that 
otherwise would not thrive due to lack of soil moisture. 

Riparian habitat - An environment associated with riparian corridors which 
provide food, cover, water, and space for animals to survive. 

Unique Farmland - Land other than prime farmland that is used for the produc¬ 
tion of specific high value food and fiber crops* It has the special combina¬ 
tion of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
economically produce sustained high quality and/or high yields of a specific 
crop when created and managed according to acceptable farming methods. Examples 
of such crops a re citrus* tree nuts, olives, cranberries, fruit, and vegetables. 
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APPENDIX G 


LETTERS AND ORAL COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT EIS/EIR 





Advisory 

Council On 

Historic 

Preservation 


Reply tor Lake Plaza youth,. Suite 61.6 

44 Union boulevard 
Lake woo d H CO 30223 


1322 K Street. NW 
Washington. DC 20003 


January 15, 1932 


Mr. Francis C- H. Lum 
State Conserva.uionist 
Soil Conservation Service 
2323 Chiles Road 
Davis, CA 95616 


:aar hr. Lum: 


Thanh you for your request received December 23, 1931, for comments on the 
£ ra _f^ environmental statement for the proposed Llagas Creek Watershed. 

Project in Santa Clara County, California. Pursuant to Section 102(2) tC) 
of the National Environmental Policy Act o£ 1969 and the Council s 
regulations, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" (26 CPR Part 800), 
we have determined that your DCS appears adequate concerning our -re a 
interest, and we have no further comments. 


Sincerely, 








r-J O 



Southwest Region 

3GQ South rer-y Sfreef 

Terminal island, California 90731 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT QP COMMENCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NATIONAL MARINE F : EHERIES SERVICE 


March 2, 1982 


F/SWR33:PL 


Mr. Francis C. H, Lum 
State Conservationist 
LL S. Soil Conservation Service 
323 Chiles Roaa 
hico, CA 95615 

Dear Mr* Lum: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (IHMFS) has reviewed the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for 
the Lianas Creek Watershed Project (December 19S1) and supports the 
selected olan (Alternative F), with the proposed mitigation plan* 
discussed below. 

Llagas Creek supports a run of steel head trout* The selected plan 
would remove about 19 acres of riparian habitat, which provides shade, 
nutrients, and food for steel head trout* However, 24.5 acres of wetlands 
habitat, and 16*5 acres of mixed riparian and woodland habitat would be 
established as mitigation along the channel. The project includes a low 
flow channel along one side of the channel bottom, installation of fish 
ladders at drop structures in Llagas Creek* and periodic stirring of 
spawning gravels in several locations to remove silt. The KMF5 believes 
that these measures would adequately mitigate adverse effects of the 
project an steelhead trout. 

If you wish to contact us further on this matter s please direct 
comments to Ms. Paget Leh at: National Marine Fisheries Service* 3150 
Paradise Drive, Tiburon, CA 94920-1299; telephone (415) 556-0555. 



Alan W* Ford 
Regional Director 


CC: USFWS, J. McKevitt 
CDFG, D. bollock 








!N IE PLY 
JtF.FEft TO: 

120.1 


MP-150 


tinned States Department of the Interior 

^ crFtfr -A VrB - p OAV-ETr FHrft R-tVj-A RR VI Rf 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
MED*PACIFIG REGIONAL OFFICE 

2800 COTTAGE WAY 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 96826 


Ft 3 1 7 1392 


At. Francis C, H* Lujn 
Stats Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
U,3. Dept, of Agriculture 
2823 Chiles Toad 
Davis 3 California 95616 

Dear Mr. Lum; 


We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
for Llagas Creek: Watershed in Santa Clara County, California, and 
rind it will not affect existing Bureau projects or planning 
activities* We have no comments to offer regarding the project. 


Sincerely yours 




DAVID ft. SCHUSTER 
ASSISTANT RECEONAL DERECTOR 




DEPARTMENT OP THE ARMY 

$AN f S A NCtSCO DISTRICT, COfiPS Of 7 ENGI»££^S 
2 11 MAIN STREET 

3A» SNANCSSCQ, CALIFORNIA 94 105 

To: Francis C. H. Lum 2S January 1982 

Stare Conservationist 
r JSDA, Soil Conservation Service 
2S28 Chiles Road 
Davia, Cal If o mia 95616 



subject: Draft Environmental Inpact Starament/Report for the Llsgas Creek 

Watershed Project 

Tour request for comments from this office was received on 24 December 1981 
bv your (letter) (nuLluu) 1 da cod 22 December 1981* 

( ) The proposed activity is an administrative action and therefore will not 
require Department of the Army authorisation, however> any construction 
resulting from this action may require Doperemeus of the Amy authorization. 

For additional information please contact our Regulatory Functions branch 
at 4130556^5966„ 

The proposed construction project (will) fSwtfiA require Department of tne 
Army Authorisation under GLaaian 10 a * ' 1 " fee - RIvll 1 uni ga?w? .''isfr 1 I S 9 5 * 

nagigg ‘jiLiljy Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, A copy of our pamphlet 
M IT*S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit Program, A Snide tor Applicants," 

(is inclosed) (Luj Lee. " ? 1 w f iuLieu cu Ll.g— a aa py 6 hie 

l-U 11 ■-■-.) * For additional information please contact our Regulatory Functions 
Branch at 415-556-5966. 

QC§ The fallowing Corps projects or studies may be impacted: As noted on page 73, 
material from the proposed project could be used in the Corps’ Uvas - Camadeto 
Creek proj act. Mr. Robert Lillie of our Planning and Reports Branch has already 
coordinated with your off lee on this matter, 

0C$ Any impacts on wetlands, threatened or endangered species, other valuable 
fish and wildlife resources, or on cultural resources are among the impor¬ 
tant environmental considerations for ail Corps permit applications. ■ 

1 ' ! i ■ ' ■ ■ 1 i **** ^*ft^=“ g wx. 


Th^nk you for including us in your review process* 


JF: 

?roj Files EIR/834 Review 
SPMED Rdg 
SFifED-F 
SFNZD—E Rdg. 

SFtTED-EA ( Golden ) 
SP!S T C0-R S ( Wakeman ) 
S?tfCQ-RF 







' 'X 
/ 3AE2SEY OFT DM 

Acting Chief, Management & Services Section 


/ 


Environmental Branch 
(415-556-0325) 


















UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

21 5 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, Ca. 941 05 


FE5 1 3 1962 


Francis C.H* Lum, Stats Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
2323 Chiles Road 
Davis r CA 95616 

Dear Mr. Lumi 

Che Environmental Protection Agency (ERA) has received and 
reviewed the revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIRJ entitled Llagas Creek. 
Watershed . 

The DP A 1 s comments on the revised DEIS have been classified 
as Category LQ-2. Definitions of the categories are provided 
by the enclosure. The classification and the date, of the 
EFA T s comments will be published in the Federal Register in 
accordance with our responsibility to inform the.public of 
our views on proposed Federal Actions under Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our comments 
on both the environmental consequences of the proposed action 
and the adequacy of the environmental statement. 

The EFA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this DEIS 
and requests five copies of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement when available. 

If vou have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact Loretta" Kahn Barsamian, FIS Review Coordinator, at 
[415} 974-3137 or FTS 454-3137. 

Sincerely vours, 

^6hn Wise, Acting Director 

Office of Policy and Resources Management 


Enclosures {2} 











404 Permit Comments 


1, The second paragraph on page 61 of the revised DEIS/HI3 

should clarify the issue of pending in certain undeveloped 
areas within the scope of the proposed project. The 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (FEXS/EIK) should state whether the areas of 
concern are wetlands and whether the ponding of stormwater 
is significant in terms of flood control f grounawarer 
recharae, or wildlife use. The FEIS/EIB should also 

indicate if these areas are subject to public review and 
permitting based on the regulatory program of the Corps 
of Engineers or other federal or state agencies. 

2. The selected alternative appears to satisfy the require¬ 

ments of federal guidelines developed pursuant to Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (40 CF3 230). However, a 
definitive evaluation cannot be made until dredge spoil 
disposal sites are specified in an application for federal 
authorization under Section 404. EFA will provide its 

recommendation to the Corps of Engineers after the Corps 
has received a Section 404 permit application. 





FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
333 MARKET STREET, 6th FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA, 94105*2195 


January 19, 1982 


Mr* Francis C« H- hum 

State Conservationist 

USDA Soil Conservation Service 

2323 Chiles Road 

Davisj CA 95616 

Dear Mr- Lum: 

This is in response to your letter of December 22, 1981, requesting our 
review and comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
For Lieges Creek Watershed, Santa Clara County, Laliiomia, dated 
December 1981. 

As stated in your report, the purpose of the proposed project is to 
reduce flooding in agricultural and urban areas in southern Santa Clara 
County, California- Approximately 16-5 miles of channels will je modi' 1 '' 
tied for increased capacity. 

W T a have reviewed your draft report to determine the effect on matters 
affecting the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 1 s responsibilities* 

Such responsibilities relate to the licensing of non-federal hydro-^ 
electric projects and associated transmission lines 5 certi—Lcatj.on ror 
construction end operation of natural gas pipeline facilities, defined 
to include both interstate pipeline and terminal tacilitj.es \ and the 
permission and approval required far the abandonment of natural gas pipe¬ 
line facilities. 

Our review indicates there would not be any significant impacts in. ^hose 
areas of concern nor serious conflicts with this agency s responsibilities 
if this plan were adopted* 


Sincerely, 



Acting Regional Engineer 






DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 


VI A I Ui N Cl A £3 □ R TiSS; U 
0.5. COAST fjUARD 
WASHINSTtJN, PC 30333 

?HOHe; ^ „ , ■ „ , 


202-426-2252 


, G-WS/11 


^ 1982 


Mr* Francis C.H* Lam 
5Cate Conservationist 
U*5* Dept of Agriculture 
Soil Con.servati.ou Service 
2828 Chiles Road 
Davis T CA 95616 

Dear Hr. Lam: 

This la in response to the correspondence received regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement related CO the Llagas Creek Watershed, Santa 
Clara County, California* 

The concerned operating administrations and staff of the Department of 
Transportation have reviewed the material submitted* The Federal Highway 
AdminIatratian had the following comments to offer* 

"1. Pages 25 and 66: The Gilman Hoad bridge (No* 370537), which will 
be replaced by the proposed prelect (Alternative F), has recently been 
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places* 

2* The Gilman Hoad bridge is also eligible for Highway bridge 
Heplacement and Rehabilitation, funding. If the bridge will be replaced 
under this program, project clearance under Section 4(f) will need to 
be obtained from the Federal Highway Mmlnis tratian, 

3. We have reviewed the list of bridge/culvert replacements (Table 11, 
page 52) for funding eligibility under the HERE, program and find that 
no other bridges can be expected to qualify in the near future. 

4. In addition, we oppose a reduction in roadway width at bridge 
approaches, as is proposed for Bloomfield Avenue (Reach 1, station 
5CH-40), for reasons of traffic safety, See Table 11, page 52* The 
environmental statement needs to indicate whether or not the proposed 
roadway width at each bridge/culvert approach meets AASH70 standards* 
These standards are based on the projected average daily traffic for a 
minimum 20 year design life* Substandard roadway approach and bridge 
widths are not acceptable to FHWA, 

Tha RTS should grata that the bridge/culvert design will be baaed 
upon detailed engineering and environmental studies and will comply 
with Executive Order 11938, Floodplain Management, and executive Order 
11990, Protection of Wetlands." 

We would appreciate receiving two copies of the Final HIS when, it becomes 
available- 


Sincerely, 


:5S 



tt J i a law ww 
can live with. 









United States Department of the interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Area Manager 

2300 Cottage Way, Rm. E-2740 
Sacramento, California 95325 


JAM 2 1 jegj 


In reply refer to: ES-S 


Mr. Francis C.H. Lum 
State Conservationist 
2S2S Chiles Road 
Davis, California 95616 

Subject: Llagas Creek Watershed - Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


Dear Mr. Lum: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject statement. The con¬ 
tinuous coordination between your staff and the Sacramento Office or 
Ecological Service has resolved all issues of concern to the Fish and 
Wildlife Servtce* 

I believe the selected alternative provides an excellent opportunity to 
improve conditions for fish and wildlife resources in the projet" area. 

As time and funds permit, the Service would be interested in cooperating with 
the Gavilan Water Conservation District and the California Department of j 
Fish and Game in monitoring the effects of the project or rish and wildlife 
resources, Please contact Mr. Rick Sreitenbach ac the Sacramento Office 
of Ecological Services, Z8CG Cottace Way, Room E-2727, Sacramento, California 
95825 or telephone (916) 434-4731. 


Sincerely ycurs, 



Area Manager 




MM7 J 



4 Vi United States 


□eoanment gf 
Agriculture 


Forest 

Service 


630 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 


1950 


January 4, 1932 


Francis C, H, Lum 


State Conservationist 

USDA, Soil Conservation Service 


2528 Chiles Road 
Davis, CA 95616 


!_ 


Dear Mr, Lum: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the craft environmental impact 
statement for the Llagas Creek Watershed Project; however. National 
Forest System lands and resources are not involved, and we therefore 
have no comment. It will not be necessary to send us further environ¬ 
mental documents for this project. 

Sincerely. 







United Statss Department of Agriculture 

FOREST ^ERVICSL 

630 Sansome Street 
San Francisco, California 94111 


Francis c, H. Lum 
State Conservationist 
[JSDA-Soil Conservation Service 
2 3 23 Chiles Road 
Davis, California 95616 

L_ 


3 510 - 

February 5, 198 2 



Fear Francis: 

The Llagas Creek Watershed DEIS/Rapart is a well writ tar- 
comprehensive document- The figures provided an the 
appendix were especially useful in understanding the 
scope and nature of the project- 

I have the following specific comments for your 
consideration in the final EIS/Report* 

1- The discussion of the effects of flooding on 
page 11 under Discussion of Agricultural, Fa-mace could he 
clarified by providing a little additional information. 

For example: Listing some of the weed species, and 
explaining the relationship of the water borne spores of 
the root rot Phvtcbhthora that attacks truck crops* 

2 . On pages 56 and 57, the relationship between the 
rodent population and type of cover must be understood by 
the reader before the statements are clear- Some additional 
explanation about plant cover and rodent predators would be 
helpful. 


3* Suggest commenting on the relationship of water 
quality and project design relative to the existing sewage 
oond shown in Reach 2 and Figure C-l - 


Thank you for the opportunity to 
for the 1lagas Creek Watershed* 




ROBERT 1* SawIN 
TAC Member 


review the DEIS/Report 


42ao*i i {i/saj 








Stnte of California 


The Resources Acenty c.i CaiirOr«i^ 


Memorandum r 

7a : State Clearinghouse 

Office of Planning end Research 
m-00 Tenth Street 
Sacramento 3 Cl 9531“ 


□□mi February 22 , 1332 



2 -i> S- 2 i QQ 


Fram California Regional Woter Qualify Control Board 

CsnlrtH Caari S^ginn—nsS Lnuj-eri Lana 
kn Luis Cbispd* California ?^401 

Subject: LL 1 GAS CREEK WATERSHED EIS/EIE; 3 CH 7 3 07 3 C 08 


The subject EIS/EIR has been revisaed by this Board T s staff. Specific 
comments are as follows: 


1, Page 53, Mitigation 3 — It is assumed infiltration ponds 
mentioned here are the City of Gilroy T s Industrial wests- 
water disposal pends. If that is the case, the report 
should mention the area of ponds which will be displaced 
by the project and lccation(s) where replacement ponds 
will be located. The City will need to contact this agency 
at least four months prior to relocating the ponds * 


Pages 51-53, Mitigation — As additional mitigation measures 
we recommend construction occur in the dry season under 
lew or no flow conditions* Equipment and fill soils should 
be excluded from all flowing water* 


In general, we favor the proposed project. The project should result 
in a reduced amount of erosion and a better quality water in Hagas 
Creek and Pajarc River. It will also reduce flooding at the City of 
Gilroy's wastewater disposal ponds when levee construction at Reach '2 
is completed, we strongly encourage Reach 2 of this project be completed 
to reduce damage to the ponds and to avoid possible contamination cf 
surface waters. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment* 




KENNETH R_ JONES 
"xa cutive Of ficar 

JEC:hr 


cc * 


Francis C. H, hunt. State Conservationist 





ate ct CALFORNIA 


EDMUiND BHOWN Jft. r £sn*r*»r 


DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 

1220 N Street 

Sacramento 

95S14 

februiry 10, L982 



Mr - Franc is C * H - Lum 

United States Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service 
2828 Chiles Road 
Davis, California 95616 

Dear Mr. Luca 

The California Department of Food and Agriculture is responding to the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report for Llagas Creek Watershed 
in Santa Clara County, in which the purpose of the project xs to reduce 
flood damage to agricultural and urban areas. 

The Llagas Creak Watershed is a primarily rural agricultural area in the 
Santa Clara Valley. We note that 9j percent of the watershed is under 
some type of agricultural use. Notwithstanding present urbanization, 
agricultural growing, marketing and processing accounts for 85 percent of 
the annual income for the area. 

The California Department or Food and Agriculture (CDFA) does not oppose 
the project, in particular Alternative F, which has benefits that exceed 
cost. Due hundred sixty-six miles ox channela will he modified for 
increased capacity which, the project installation will require 80 acres 
of agricultural land. The project mstallation will reduce the area 
flooded from a 10 percent event by 500 acres and the area flooded from a 
1 percent event by 1,280 acres. Damage reduction to vegetable crocs, hay, 
pasture a and orchards will be aeoomplashed; other savings would occur 
from a reduction; in re leva ling, land preparation, replanting, use of her¬ 
bicides, and the replacement of irrigation, pipes and sprinklers. Instal¬ 
lation of the recommended plan would reduce floodwatar and secernent 
damage annually from $917,000 to 5S3,OQO. 

■v'e note that the necessary work to provide protection to Gilroy and Mor¬ 
gan Hill will* incidentLy, reduce flooding downstream and yet will not 
significantly induce growth beyond county and city plans. CDFA agrees 
that sufficient developable land exists outside of the floodpLain to 
satisfy the projected growth. Of the 1,230 acres of prime farm land-pro¬ 
tected, 410 acres are projected Eor urban development by the year 2020. 
According to the County General Plan, signifleant agricultural production 
will continue to occur. 








Mr, Francis C, H, Lmn 
Page Two 

February 10, I9S2 


In general, CDFA supports the TLagaa Creek Watershed and, in particular, 
Alternative F, The proposed project is consistent with future long-tam 
uses of land, water, and other natural resources of the area. 


5incerely 



Harry J. Srade 
Assistant Director 
3penial Assignxnents 
(916) 445-06S2 




iDMLIND G, 3RQ\VN Gammer 


STATE Of CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AN3 Vv£3.=A(3E AGENCY 


APARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 

714/744 P STSSET 
SACRA^eNTO, CA 75314 

516 J 445-0498 

January !2, 1D82 



Francis C. H* Lum 

Stats Conservationist 

USDA, Soil Conservation Service 

2828 Chiles Road 

Davis, CA 95616 

ATTN: iYi 1 dor. F ont eno t 


Dear Mr. Lum: 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT FOR LL4GES CREEK, SANTA CLARA. COUNTY 

Review of the subject document has been made with respect to public health 
concerns. Proposed mitigation in Reach 2 calls fur the creation of 24-5 
acres cf Type III wetlands (U5FWS circular 59-shallow, flooded throughout 
growing season], This type q£ wetland will almost certainly become a 
substantial mosquito source if the charact eristic shallow water and dense 
vegetation are maintained. The project plan has neither provision for water 
management nor a description of structural features to manage the water 
death behind the grade stabilization structures and fish ladders. 

My recommendation is to design the grade stabilisation structures and fish 
ladders so that no artificial water impoundments can be created upstream of 
the structures. 1 would expect that initially there will be some water 
impoundment behind the structures but ultimately deposition of sediments will 
bring the channel elevation up to that of the control structures. The potential 
for mosquito production should be at a minimum after sediment disposition 
has reached equilibrium provided the low flow channel is properly maintained 
by the responsible agency. 

r commend your concept of using low flow channels. Low flow channels are a 
widely used and recoimnended feature to confine small flows and prevent mas- 
quite problems in relatively flat wide bottom natural and man-made channels. 

In addition to the benefit of eliminating shallow ponded water from the bottom 
of wide channels, the low flow channel provides a source of open water for 
wild life, is conducive to providing soil moisture for plant survival and 
provides a habitat for mosquito larva predators. 

The importance of maintaining the law flow channel should not be under¬ 
estimated. A stagnant shallow flooded area would provide excellent habitat 
for both pest and vector mosquitoes. The flight range of all the expected 
mosquito species is greater than the distance to the nearby city of Gilroy* 

It is also not uncommon to have agricultural workers come under severe attack 
by mosquitoes originating at nearby sources. 


«A 


sr. c tr:-L 



U)£> 

JAM 14 



















Francis C.H. Lum 


- 7 - 


January 12 


1532 


The principal vector of encephalitis t Cale.t tarsalas , is a maior concern 
and is present in the Santa Clara Valleyn 

If you have any questions please call* 


Sincerely, 


VECTOR 

BIOLOGY § CONTROL 
BRA^H 

/ ] 

Reuben Junkert, P.E* 

Sr. Waste Management Engineer 





RJ :mc 

cc: Keith Kraft 

Santa Clara County Health Dept* 










^MQijrces building 
14*6 ^inrh Street 
SS3&14 


EDMUND G, GROWN JR, 
GOVERNOR OF 
CALIFORNIA 


(9161 445'5S56 

2 eoanrren t ot Cf n^.Tvatsor'i 
~:a n^iant of F : sh and Game 

Du rtmersc of forestry 
D^Oanmenr gf ^gating and 'ATil tervuays 
DjcAnm*nt a t Parks and RFrcrestior* 
Ji? mniftm of Warar ftasOurcas 



THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 


Air R&iOufCfii hiujjd 
California Coasial cam musIon 
Call tor nia ConsarvaTlon Carol 
Caloradd 3ivar 2oara 
Energy Rssolirces Cgn^erv.itfon 
and CIopmsnt CLirfliTiisston 
^C-qianjI ‘ATitcT Quality 
COntrfll Pu.iz iii 

San r ran a sco Say Cfi ntei va t i u n 
and UwslQoment Camm mi on 
aosia w«i* Man ags mere Soar-d 
state C0«C4* Conservancy 
Stats JdOS Commitsiun 
State f?eel■!me(itin Hoard 
State water Reidurca? Control 
Board 


Mr, Francis C *H* ium 
Stats Conservationist 

Soil Conservation Service -February 18* 1982 

2823 Chiles Road 
Davis* CA 95816 


Dear Mr* Lum: 

The State has reviewed the draft environmental impact statement* Llagas 
Creek Watershed* submitted through the Office of Planning and Research 
in accordance with GME Circular A-95 and the national Environmental 
Policy Act of 1569 * This review was coordinated with the State Lands 
Commission* Water Resources Control Board* and Departments of Beating 
and Waterways* Conservation* Fish and Game* Parks and Recreation* Water 
Resources* and Transportation, 

The Department of Transportation {Caltrans} has the following comments: 


Under an agreement with the Santa Clara Valley Water District* Cal¬ 
trans has excavated the Llagas Creek channels* Despite statements 
in the draft SIB* caItrans does net acknowledge responsibility for 
any damages caused by induced flooding or otherwise resulting from 
such work* 


2. The draft FIS is adequate for Caltrans 1 s use in its responsible 
agency role in replacing the bridge over Llagas Creek on State 
Route 1 52. 


Questions concerning these comments should be directed to 
Acting District CZQA Coordinator* Caltrans District Cl* E 
Planning Branch* F.G. Box 3366* Rincon Annex* San Francis 


Paul Hughes 
nvl r o nma nt a 1 
co 9 III 9 . 


j 


Sincerely* 

j j '/ 


Ck. 


/ ~ 


>Cr\cs^. 


‘j 1 

for JAMES W. BURNS 

Assistant Secretary for Resources 


cc: Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento* CA 35811 


{ ■r'l'T’c 

v 
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Association of Bay Area Governments 


Hofei Claremont - Sgrketey, California 94705 *(415)8^1-3730 


March 4, 1982 


Mr, Francis C* H. Lum 

State Conservationist 

USDA, Soil Conservation Service 

2828 Chiles Road 

Davis, California 95616 

Re: DEIR/DEIS for the Llagas Creek Watershed Project 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

Thank you for the opportunity to coirsirent on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report and Statement for the Llagas Creek Watershed Project. 
Staff has reviewed this document and is forwarding the following 
comments, ABAC 1 3 Executive Board has not taken a position on this 
document or on the proposed project. 

ABAG staff is in favor of the preferred alternative as providing the 
best flood protection for the money spent* It satisfies the policy 
(in the :f Safety cl section of the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Plan ) 
to consider the impacts downstream oF drainage alterations and water¬ 
course changes. In addition, it is consistent with the need for 
publicly-funded stream channel modifications in existing urban areas. 
The project does not propose spending large amounts of money to pro¬ 
tect largely rural areas with low damage potential . Such priorities 
are essential in this era of limited public funding. 

If we may be of further assistance* please do not hesitate to call , 



Michael A* Visconti 
Manager 

Plan and Project Review 


r! so res anting City t 








MAiL ADDRESS 



PQ. 3CS '30 MONTEREY CALIFORNIA 93942 < ,. 

OFFICE LOCATION: 22-94= HOLMAN . 


February 16 , 1 £S 2 


Francis hum 
St ate Conservationist 
■Soil Conservation Service 
282S Chiles Road 
Davis, California 95616 

Dear Mr. Lora: 

EE: Interagency review draft Environmental Irrp&et Statement/Review 
for Llagas Creek Watershed, Santa Clara County 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS/EIR for the 
uLagss Creek V, T aterehed flood project* AMEAG, In cooperation with Santa 
Crus County, ftbnterey County and the Department of Fish & Gaos., is in 
the process of developing a river habitat management plan for the 
Pajaro River and major tributaries. The study is being conducted utili¬ 
zing federal 1r 208 11 grant monies and we are interested in any project that 
may affect the Pajaro River or its tributaries, including those portions 
of the watershed within Santa Clara County. Our comments are based on a 
conference with one of our consultants, fisheries biologist Dr. Jerry Smith* 

Impacts 

The EIS/EIR basically describes the inpacts of the proposed project, but 
there is also a need to identify all the effects of that part of the pro¬ 
ject which have already been couple ted. The excavation by CALTRANS in 
1972 to widen the channel may have inpacts on migration of fish in Llagas 
Creek, and along with the two drought years, should be considered a factor 
in the temporary loss of fish. Also., if should be noted that even with 
installation of low-flow channels and fishways as mitigating measures, 
loss of fish may still occur from poaching at fishways* Tb help mitigate 
this impact, Dr. Jerry Snath sug^sts that spawning conditions be improved, 
for those fish that do make it through the channel by stirring gravels or 
gravel placement, and that this be included els a project cost. Also with 
respect to project costs, replanting riparian vegetation on cut slopes is 
desirable, but restoration of the steelhead population should be considered 
a project cost-snare expense as well, Stocking the creek with appropriate 
fish to restore the steelhead run should he paid for as part of the project 
rather than as new planned by DFG and the Cavilan Water District. 


Msmaar .Jgenc: h; Cduntiss if .Wo fliers? ind i Zt'jL Rti&s of Csoitote, forms/. Qei R &y (Ute. Samatss. Greenfisia. Minna. Monterey, Sumas. lino C5(y. 

$4<t(a Croz. Staffs '/*% Seastfe. Sofe&d. WitMMiilt .Hzoaw Lfsm^t'Fjr Ord 





Mr. Frauds Lum 
February 16, 1582 
Page 'Two 


Mitigating Measures 

The mitigating measures outlined In the draft statement regarding 
the steelhead and its habitat are good and should be a high priority. 
Installation of the low-flew channels and fishways is report ant but 
c hese must be maintained; failure of any of the fishways could result 
in the elimination of an entire year class, and thus jeopardize the run. 
The cooperative agreement between the Cavil an Water Conservation District 
and the Departmeat of Fish and Game should include specific provisions 
for the fishways and channels to be checked each fall and after or during 
stoiTDs which have the potential to result in clogged or damaged fishways 
or the low-flow channels (and indicate responsibility). This is very 
critical in determining the effectiveness of the mitigating measures 
(fishway and low-flew channel installations). 

Stocking Ilagas Creek to re-establish the steelhead trout run should be 
cone with a southern strain (such as from Carmel Fiver or Uvas Creek). 
Using southern strains that are adapted to early downstream migration will 
help to ensure the success of restocking efforts. 

In conclusion, the project and proposed mitigating measures will help to 
imp rove the steelhead fishery resource but it is critical that the low- 
flow charnels and fishways he regularly checked and maintained to continue 
providing optimal habitat for the steelhead in the future. 


Sincerely, 

Julie Brandlin 
Program Manager 
Water Quality 


cc: Dr. Jerry Smith 






WILLIAM E, AYER 
DIRECTOR 


-sbruary 3, 1332 


Mr. F rsnc is C . H * Lum 
Stats Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 


2328 ChfIes Road 
Davis, CA 35615 

Dear Mr . Lum: 

Please accept our comments regarding Llagas Creek Watershed Environmental Impact 
Report* My concern f primarily involves the Biological Mitigation Plan and its 
long-term survival and compatibility within the urban confines of Gilroy. 

The west branch of the Llagas. running through the community of Gilroy, has 
been identified In our general plan as open soaca and as a possible part of a 
future h iking and bicycle trail system* This in no way represents s commitment 
on the city's part to develop or maintain such recreational use. This repre¬ 
sents only a concern, at this time, that the project not progress in such a way 
that it would eliminate this possible future use. 

i recommend care be taken In the biological mitigation planning along the west 
branch* Careful planning for conflicts with the urban environment can mean succ¬ 
ess cr failure for long-term survival of this mitigation slanting investment. 

Future recreation use or trails along the 'west branch will probably be the single 
most tynportant reason for continued care and maintenance of piantings. Public 
demand will probably be necessary to justify necessary maintenance cost when veg¬ 
etation is vandalized, fire damaged or dies* If not maintained, we fear mature 
vegetation will be viewed as a hazard and security problem, when adjacent to 
housing and other urban development. This would result in Its removal. 

Solid vegetated planting in the Biological Mitigation Plan without easy vehicle 
maintenance access will preclude its future recreation use. This could ulti¬ 
mately lead to Che abandonment and dlstruct ion oF such planting efforts* Urban 
conflicts should be viewed as a serious future threat to such mit[pation plant- 
l ric and should be planned For. A solid vegetative planting area fronting urcan 
development without ma Intenance access will lack recreation use value to the 
conmun ity . It Is this typo of situation, we oeiieve, which wcuIb Iead to the 
future loss of the planned biclogical mitigation efforts. 

We hope tnes-e comments will he of value to you in a I arming this project. Please 
contact me if you have any further cuestions* 



U 






DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 



/oSl ^DEcr'inc: Sfrest, P. G, Sex 66 
GILROY, CALIFORNIA 
9EC20 


Tale phone iOSl 3J2-R32" 1 


DAVID V/. HANSEN 

ClHECTOR OF ? r JBL;C WORK? 
CUT 


February 17, 1952 


Mr. WT1 Fontenot 
U . S. Deoartmont of Agriculture 
Soils Conservation Service 
Davis CA 95616 

RE: CoiriiTien ts on chs draft El 5/ft for the _ I anas Creek Watershed. 

(Project 5d6) 

■Dear VI 1 , 


As you know, the City of Gilroy strongly supports the 
tlon of the proposed project as quickly as possible, 
flood damage experienced in the beginning of January 
strated our vulnerability to flood damage without the 
of trie 566 p rojecc. 


] :np 1 eiiten ca 
Q.ur recent 
1 82, demons 
protecticn 


The fact that we suffered substantial Iy more than any other area 
in the project should support the hign cost benefit ratio granted 
Gilroy for the project, and our request that work in reaches 10, 
lie, i2, and 13 be given a high priority for the first years of 
cons t ruction. 


Upon review of the draft El$/R f my attention was caught by Table 
it on page $2 , which lists the various road crossings in the pro¬ 
ject* Please acknowledge the following comments in the final sr,- 
v1ronmen ta1 dacument; 

(1) Reach S, Station 147+00 T ownersh\pr City, not County 
(Murray Avenue) 

“his road is in the process of being widened by the develop¬ 
ers of the properties to Che immediate north ur the channel 
Additional right of way on the west was granted to the City 
ip October of I9&0► This area was annexed to the City In Ap¬ 
ril of 1580 * the City's general plan has showed the right of 
way width of Murray avenue in this area to be 75 test for 
many years. Our rscent developments ' n this area are con¬ 
s' stent with this plan. The roadway width, curb to curb, 
should ie 53 feet in the area of your cringe. 
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February 17, 1982 


( 2 ) 


Reach 10, Stations 177+00 £ 175+00 , ownership- City 
(Church Street and Carlyle Avenue) 

These two bridges seem to have been snti rely over looked In 
the preparation of ycur report. Both are existing dedicaf 
ed roadways and although Church street Is still under con- 
struction, it should be completed before the pc8 project re¬ 
ceives its final approval* Following, Is a brief history of 
trrese s t ree ts . 

CarlyIe Avenue : This narrow road has existed For many, many 
years. It presently serves several homes in the area o F the 
channel, but with the improvement of the northerly extension 
of Church street, can be pnased out. Since it is an exist’ 
ing roadway, your report snould have cal led "or a 28 foot 
wide bridge. 

Church 5trest : The present improvement of Church street is 
consistent with City policies and clan lines which have been 
on record long before the 566 project. Unless flooding prop’ 
lems exist on, or as a result of the site, we cannot hold up 
reasoned e growth and progress in this area waiting for the 
project to build the cannel overwnich the developer might 
build a bridge- The Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation 
District has cleared this Sits for development and as a mit^ 
l gat ion element, the City has provided for the construction 
or a portion of your channel by the developer (rather than a 
bridge)* 

For a number of signlgicant reasons, we believe that a 6^ foot 
wide bridge should be provided : or Churcrs street at the ex¬ 
pense of the project. Some of these reasons are as follows* 

1. That portion of the channel which crossed Church street 
is a diversion rather than a natural water ccurse. As 
such, it would not have been needed had the project fol¬ 
lowed the natural drainage path of this water, 

2. Historically, the planned northerly extension of Church 
street predates the planned diversion of the West Branch 
of the Liegos Creek. 

a) The project plan lines were adopted cn August 4, 1969* 

b) This part of Church street was shown on Che plan 
lines for Church street from We3bu rn to a short dis¬ 
tance north of Liman avenue, as being just beyond the 
limits of tnat adoption, it was, however, shown as 

a future extension essentially aiong the alignment of 
Carlyle, Those plan lines were adocted on Decemdar 
3, 1962, The rignc of was was projected to be 75 
feet wide, 
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February 1 7 , ! 3'SZ 


cj The new established alignment for Church street 
was hirst shown clearly (86 feet wide), on the 
rignt of way maos useo ^or the installation of 
the Morgan NMI/Gllroy sewer interceptor in 
1967. These maps were prepared in August of 
1567. 

■d) This alignment, as well as that of the diversion 
channel, have since been snown on ail recorded 
maps. Recorded on this site since 

1. Parcel mao recorder Nov. 8 , 157^. 

2. Tract mao recorded Sept. Z T 1 381 
(finally IS feet wice; 

a) The subdivider will have completed the roadway 
this summer. 

With the construction of an adequate bridge for Church street (93 rae 
wide, between curbs), the Cariyle bridge will be unnecessary. 

Your immediate consideratEon on this matter will be greatly appreciat 
ed. P I am enclosing, for your reference, copies of the above maos. 



City Eng l nee r 

OWN r j j 

Enc r osures 

ce; Sruce Eisenmart, Gilroy Goals Conservation Service 
Rich Parhini T Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Loma Prieta, Resource Conservation District 
Jack Stun 1 a, Cavil an Water District 
Terry Geina, M^ckay £ Gomes Engineers 
Ron Cheek, Garnett Range Corn, 

Fred Wood, City AdrnTn E s t ra tor 






City of 
Morgan Hill 

17555 Peak Avenue, Morgan Hill, CA 95037 


DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMUNITY DE VELOPMENT 

Planmng (408) 779- 7248 
Building Inspection ■408) 779-724 / 


February II, 1932 


Mr. Fr anci s C * H * L um 

Stare Conservationist 

CJ*S- Department of Agriculture 

Soil Conservation Service 

23 2 8 (Utiles Road 

Davisi CA 95616 

RE: Review of Draft ZIR/EIS Llagas Creek Watershed 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject EIR/EIS. 
We have reviewed the document and are satisfied it addresses 
our major concerns* However, with regards to the mitigation 
measures for the replacement of Riparian Habitats, we would like 
to make the following comments; 

1. The Rinarian Habitats located along the West Little Llagas 
Creek In Downtown Morgan Hill is an integral part of the 
City's specific design plan for the area. As proper miti¬ 
gation, the plan should, where possible, preserve significant 
vegetation along the creek alignment with particular emphasis 
given toward the preservation of large specimen trees. 

2, Vegetation which must be removed due to channel work should 
be replaced with native Riparian Plant Species. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on chrs matter. 



Community Development Director 


DEM/it 
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Francis C. H. L m 
State Conservationist 
Soil Conservation Service 
2S2S- Chiles Road 
Pavis t CA 956Id 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

I mailed the summary of the Llagas Creek Watershed EIS/R to the 
Santa Clara County Cattlemens 1 Association and requested their comments. 


They felt the proposed project would not have any affect upon the 
livestock industry * but that it could have prevented some flood damage 
to urban areas had the project been completed prior to the early January 
storm. 


Si nearer 



anager 









CITIZENS TO PRESERVE LLAGAS/CHESBRO 
P,0, BOX 1004, MORGAN HILL, CA,95037 
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CITIZENS TO PRESERVE LLAGAS/CHESBRO 
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2?C6 Loyola Drive 
Davis, CA 95&l6^ 
February 16 f 1902 


Francis C. H* Lum 

State Conservationist 

7. 3< Department of Agriculture 

Soil Conservation Service 

2023 Chiles Eo&d 

Davis } CA 95616 

Dear Mr. Lum: 

This Is my personal response to ycur December 22, 1901 invitation 
to submit comments In writing on the environmental Impact 
Statement/Report for "he Llagas Creek Watershed in Santa Clara 
County, The purpose of ohis project Is to reduce flood damages 
to agricultural and urban areas caused by the approximately 10,9 
miles of charnel excavated by CALTRA1TS (formerly State Division 
of Highways) In 1971/72 to provide fill for the South Valley 
Freewav Q 
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disconcerting to contemplate the cost of some ten 
delay both as to the extent of environmental damage and pucilc 
inconvenience suffered as well as the very considerably inflated 
costs of mitigation at the present time* This project can well 
serve as a good, object lesson on the impenhance of having proper 
regulations in place at the time such public works are contem¬ 
plated to thus avoid such adverse consequences * 


However ? the delay and adverse impacts of whatever nature In 
unfortunate situation should now be accepted as 1T water under 
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LOMA PRIETA CHAPTER 

San Mateo, Santa Clara, San Benito Counties 

Located at the Peninsula Conservation Center 

22S3 Park Bivd., Pale Alto, CA 94306 

(41 5) 327-31 1 1 (1:OQ-5iOO p.m, f Man. - Fit) 


February 8, 1982 


Francis C. H. Lum 

State Conservationist 

United States Department of Agriculture 

Soi1 Conservation Service 

2323 Chiles Read 

Davis, CA 95616 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on draft Environmental Impact Report 
for Llagas Creek. Watershed, Santa Clara County, California. 

Our comment is that though the EIR does address the various environmental iiTioact^ 
of this project, it does not address the cumulative impacts* Each project 
evaluated indepently often appears to have minimal impact, out all development 
projects taken in total have a generally more sever impact on the environment* 

The EIR, for example, implies that the loss of wildlife habitat (and therefore 
wildlife) can be minimized by careful planning* It does not, however, 
reference the total acreage loss of wildlife habitat in the County as a result 
of urban dvelooment. 


Sincerely, 



Dena Mossar 

Land Use Representative for Santa Clara County 






J, I. Whitlow, Santa Clara County Clearinghouse Coordinator 

San Jose State University, Department of Anthropology 
San Jose, California 95152 [4Q3] 277-2553 


sn r.TF. TY FOR CALIFORNIA ARCHAEOLOGY 



Mr, Francis C, H, Lum 


S f3 1 e Conssr yst i an i st. 

Soil Conservst ten Service 
25S8 Chiles Rood 
Dsv ist Cs - '7561a 

Deep Mr, L u m 1 

Ijpan r ev i e vi ins thi e i n tenssen cy rev i e w d r e f t o-7 f.ne 
Environmen ta 1 7. mp sc t Staiemen t ^e n or t f n p the i. 1 aas s Cr =eK 

Ua t er shed i n San ta Clara Cgu n +, y t Cs I i f op n i s t u<? h a v e f ou n d 
certain deficiencies in the ritnrod m i1 \ “s t i, ens- 

Under item number o» the .n^n ti.cn of ?r a plan. ? nr ^vo i d i or 
m i t i. *s tin® adverts? effects on cultural values reeu 1 t i ns from 
the remove 3. of the Oilmen Rood bridse is heirs cevelc^ed by 
SCA end SCVWO in consultation with the Stste Historic 
Pr 35 er v e 11 on Officer^ ia made. No aliarnativeg to removal of 4 
the bndae were aivsn? such as cons true t-i ns s second 
ad J scent to the _L R t j, stnjr+.urs 1 tn handle t, he add ■ t, ional 
traffic* or realignment of the road to a new brideei leaviis 
the old bridge intact, Were any cthe^ plans considered in 
resards to simply removing the brib^a? 

Item S aokno w 1 edses that cultural resources mas be rT d 1 sc over ad 
durins detailed investigations or conslructicn" and that the 
Sponsors ”w\ 11 also remit srehseoiosists who are interested 
to o b s er v e an y of the e a r t h — mo v i n a so t i, v i f y,, If there i a a 
potential for the disturbance of culture! resources* a 
detailed plan should be made tip be aura a monitor is at the 
sensitive areas durina earth —movine activities, "Permittina 
interested archsealosists to observe* 7 imp Lies on a volunteer 
bssis. This Kind of work resui res v i si Isncs by a u a I i ir i sd 
observer a who can recce nice the traces of “sat cult Liras, It 
is also tedious work that is not a r =roarLa te to reliance on 
volunteers. Thus monitor iris services os a full-time eu^l fled 
■sr chsea loe i s t should bo provided, 

ThenK ycu for ycur sf ten1 1 on, 

3 incerely t 
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7331 Cazirel Street 
Gilroy/ California 93020 
February 13, 1932 


3c.il Conservation Service 
2323 Chiles Peed 
Davis, California 93616 

Prepense ilagus Creek 71 cod-contra 1 Project 
leer Sir: 

vte have faithfully attended the meetings regarding this project 
for two reasons: 

1, Wfe are taxpayers and taxpayers feet the bill* 

2* We have property cn the tvas Creek watershed which was 
included in the 100 year flood area. 

Cur observations during the meeting of Wednesday , February 10 th 

ar a + 

X, Only a few people raised their hands to show approval and 
ever though no one r ais ed their hands in disapproval, many drd not vote 
including 3 . This was not the "enthusiastic approval r ' as reported by 
Mr* Glines, 

2. The masting lacked the spontaneity that occurred at the 
January 26, 1982 Cars Prieta Pesource Conservation District meeting 
followinc the recent flooding* At that Tee ting them was an attitude 
of crust in that the individ ual s in charge would listen and attempt to 
find a solution to prevent flooding* 

3* Are the people justified in their feeling of mistrust toward 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District? 

a) The formation of the M Citizens to Preserve the.Llagus 
Watershed 11 to support the rights of land owners supports this mistrust* 

b) " We own 64 acres of land on which we wish to build cur 
hare* We were 'unaware that this lard was divided into three parcels of 
38, 22 ard 4 acres until we applied for site approval at the planning 
ccimission* Unfortunately the sits we selected was or. the 4 acre parcel* 
tirorvisot Wilson# Mr- Sanchez and Mr. Kbrbav knew we opposed an ordinance 
introduced’ during Mr. Sanches term as supervisor that creek dedication 
rust be mads or no site approval- This in effect gave them the right 

-o blacloTiaii us into dedicating land without just compensation in return 
for site approval- This ordinance is in direct conflict with the Law of 
■eminent detain* Many others had to accept this ordinance resulting in a 
feeling of bitterness and mistrust. After thousands of dollars we learned 
that by combining two parcels for a total of 26 acres, a dedication was 
mo longer r.ecesearY, moLy —eg that w^e will no longer -dtod. The i-sot „.st 
none of the county officials' mentioned at the onset certainly justified 

this nirtrust. 

a) We would like tc knew the ratio of the cost of management 
to the actual work dene. Ccuic tne Dntia Prieta District do it better since 
it is in this area and understands the problems locally. 



P5C£ 


d) Are other areas outride this district being neglected? 
An axsrnpls is the Uvas Creek at tie bridge on highway IS2 which has besi 
eroding the banks for several years and. is threatening SurcheH Read 
and the bridge Itself when the removal of a gravel her could have been 
an ounce of prevention. 

In this county in is said than the Water District is second in 
cower co die beard of supervisors. fheir ultimate gear is to control 
ail die creek lands creating a powerful tureaucracy having the power tc 
finally attain their primary goal to open all these croaks through 
private lands for linear parkways. 







6123 Estates Drive 
Oakland, CA 94611 

January 14, 1982 


IL S ,D .A • Soil Conservation Service 
2823 Chiles Road 
Davis CA, 93616 

ATTN: Francis C. H- Lum 

State Conservationist 


Gentlemen: 

This relates to the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report on the Llagas Creek Watershed, X am 
the owner of property along Llagas Creek between San Martin 
and Gilroy, 

The report indicates that for an expenditure of 
$22 134.900, the Selected Plan would result in a saving 
of $941,000 (page 45) or $834,300 ($917,300 less $33,000 
plus o (Sc m of $49,400 on page 2), 

Table 8 on page 45 shows the Average Annual Installation 
Cost of only $713,000 for the 322,134,900 project. This 
seems grossly understated. Ignoring interest, a saving 
of $941,000 annually would not pay back for 23^ years. 

X don't see how an investment which only pays back over 
such a long period can be justified. 

At today *s interest rates, $22,134,900 invested 
elsewhere would produce at least $2,500,000 annually, 
which is at least 2-1/2 times the annual savings claimed. 

Could you advise: 

1) How the Average Annual Installation cost of $713,000 
is computed. 

2) How the annual savings for Plan F on page 2 and 
page 45 can be reconciled. 

3) At page 41, the statement is made that "the no 
project alternative allows significant flood problems 
to remain unsolved. For this reason it was generally 
unacceptable.” If the cost of solving the flood 
problem exceeds the benefit, why should the expenditure 
be made? 


- see page 2 - 




2 


While as indicated above, it would appear to me . 
that for Alternate F, as well as the other alternates, 
the cost substantially exceeds the benefits, and no one 
of the alternates should proceed. 

If I am incorrect, I would appreciate your educating 


me* 


Very truly yours ? 



WB3: f 





P.O.BOX 133 
3UKLIEGAME, CA,94013 
-Celt<415) 344-1702 



February 4,1982 


Mr, Franc is C*E*LHM ? 
Scare Conservationist 
2823 Chiles Rd. 

Davis, CA.9561& 


AFN-325-12-Q01 


Re£;I43-t> 12385 Columbefc Ave* 

San Mart in, CA, 

Realignment San Martin Creek with 
Zest Little Llamas Creek. 


Dear Mr.Lum; 


Thank you for mailing, me a copy of Llagas Creek Watershed Reports 


I believe that a realignment of San Martin Creek at its confluence with East 
Little Llagas Creek as per [nap attached would help soil conservation and 
reduce soil errosion a would improve drainage* and would be a great improvement 
to everyone in, the area. At various times X was told tiiat such realignment is 
part of any work to be done in. the area, yet I. do'nut see on Reach, l4 s Map of 
the Report such. Realignment, Is this to be a separate job ?.I hope you will 
include this Realignment in final Work Report, 

Please acknowledge and let me knew what is being done regarding 
this important matter. Much obliged 



P*S H With work, now in progress on the 101 at Cochran, this presents 
a.great opportunity for backfill earth to be used for this small 
job-that would make a vast improvement 



